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Preface 


Vedas form the core of Hindu Philosophy. They are wast in volume 
and varied in contents. Since they adopt different styles of expression 
like samaadhi, guhya and darshana, understanding them often poses 
problems. In some cases they sound absurd as when they say 
“mridabraveet — the clay spoke”, “aapo abruvan — waters spoke”, 
“teja aikshat — the fire thought”. Sometimes the expressions sound 
contradictory like when they say God as “kevalo nirgunah — he is 
alone and has no attributes whatsoever” and at the same time 
describe him as “satyam jnaanam anantam — flawless, full of 
knowledge and spread everywhere across time, space and qualities”. 
These things lead to confusion and may even lead to disbelief in 
Vedas if not resolved. Thus there was a need to form guidelines for 
interpreting vedas. That was fulfilled by the sage Sri Vedavyaasa, 
who is none other than the God Vishnu, by writing Brahma Sootra, 
the set of codes that sets the guidelines by taking a sample statement 
each from vedas for every chapter. 


There are in all 564 sootras in the said Brahma Sootra book, spread 
across 222 chapters that are grouped in a total of 16 sections 
distributed in 4 divisions with each one having four sections. Some 
consider the total number of sootras as 555 instead of 564. However 
the difference is primarily because of clubbing some of the sootras. 
A detailed note on this has been provided by me in the preface of my 
earlier book on “Brahma Sutras — An Introduction through 
anubhaashya of Sri Madhwacharya” published by Poornaprajna 
Samshodhana Trust. 


il 


Since these Brahma Sootras are in coded format, it is not easy to 
understand them without the support of commentaries from the 
learned achaaryas. Though there are many such commentaries, the 
ones written by Sri Sankaracharya, Sri Ramanujacharya and Sri 
Madhwacharya are considered to be the prominent ones. There are 
lots of sub-commentaries on these primary commentaries as well. 


Sri Sri Raghavendra Teertha Swamiji (1595 — 1671) was a great saint 
in the religious lineage of Sri Madhwacharya. He has written many 
commentaries and independent books as well in Sanskrit. His works 
are generally reader friendly with him explaining the tough words 
and sentences in great details in simple words. He has written the 
following books on Brahma Sootras: 


Bhavadeepa — This is a sub-commentary on the sub-commentary 
named Tatvaprakashika, which in turn is a commentary on Bhashya 
of Sri Madhwacharya. 


Parimala - This is a sub-commentary on the sub-commentary named 
Nyaaya Sudha, which in turn is a commentary on Anuvyaakhyana of 
Sri Madhwacharya. 


Tatvamanjari - This is a sub-commentary on the commentary 
aNubhashya of Sri Madhwacharya. 


Tantra Deepika — A magnificent book providing step by step 
guidance on decoding Brahma Sootras. 


Nyaayamuktaavali — The present book. This is a comprehensive 
guide on Brahma Sootras. Each chapter of “Brahma Sootras” has 
been picked up and described in all its grandeur in a style similar to 
that of Tatparya Chandrika of Sri Vyasaraja Teertha swamiji. The 


ill 


language used in this book is a bit tough containing long sentences 
covering multiple aspects in one breath. The commentary is based on 
Bhaashya of Sri Madhwacharya and often takes support from the 
sub-commentary Tatvaprakaashika of Sri Jayateertha Swamiji. 


It was my fortune that my revered guruji Sri Narasimhachar 
Korlahalli ordered me to explain small portions of this text to my co- 
disciples in kannada everyday in his presence and by his grace, | 
could complete the same. Though it was a challenging job, 
references to Tatparya Chandrika and Bhaavadeepa books enabled 
the task. While doing so, a thought struck in me as to why not bring 
the contents to the English knowing pious people who have an 
interest to learn but have been denied an opportunity just because 
they are not conversant with Sanskrit. Hence started penning the 
translation almost simultaneously and the result is this book. 


Translating Sanskrit texts in English is a tough job and it is more so 
when the subject matter is philosophy. The task is all the more 
difficult to translate the professionally excellent sentence formations 
of Sri Sri Raghavendra Teertha Swamiji in English. The style of 
expressions in Sanskrit and English also vary and I had to, at several 
places break the sentences and rearrange the flow to make the 
English content readable and smooth. In spite of that, the English 
sentences have remained long at many places. I request the readers to 
excuse me for the same and for my limitations in translation. 


My profuse thanks to M/s Notion Press for publishing this book. 
Ravindranath Kadlabal 
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Nyaaya—muktaavalih 


FORA LAUT SAT: WUT 
mareaglatet gat fager pos yTory I 
sre searsefariat war: aredsadkd sarrer 
ase aera seRereticia ames uit fecra wife | 
drainer fasaferareds  sreaofacd 


wea =o agua PART - feo TR 
forstraredeacd treafagre Pay | 


Prayer - After offering our obeisance to the lord of goddess 
Lakshmi and the revered gurus, we write this “nyaayamuktaavali” 
that would form a necklace of the learned. 


Note: Since the author of this book, Sri Sri Raghavendra Swamiji is a monk 
(sanyaasi) and peethaadhipati, as a respect to his such a status, he has used 
plurals as “we” and “our” instead of “I” and “my”. Thus, the plural usage 
should not be mistaken to mean existence of multiple authors for this work. 


The deities Brahma, Indra etc prayed lord Naaraayana for 
knowledge (vedic) and in response, he incarnated himself as 
Vyaasa and revived the vedic texts that had slipped out of the 
minds. He then classified them and wrote the collection of brahma 
sootras, the tools for understanding the true meaning of vedas for 
the benefit of jeevas. These sootras are in the form of maxims 
(rules of interpretation). 


A book should have the minimum requirements of the target 
audience, a subject, a benefit to be derived and their inter se 
relationship for it being useful. 


The first sootra affirms the existence of the aforesaid requirements 
while examining the need for performing jijnaasa, the exercise that 
uses the maxims in discussing the meaning of vedic texts. 


WeIATeIAR Wes: Ue: 
ll 9S Seay HSS 35 19 II 


athaatho brahma jijnaasa - 1 


sft | vaereaanftaxvm: searorediacae, gReaaTA ARIST Wa: 
qrearegagey «seaia: cer ufaag woe: | sararastdw 
srepfaen | Berk 

srateatcetterargirarcntarad | 

Was Acalewa GT AsKaseraon | (a) sf | 


It is customary to show the link of each chapter with their previous 
ones, the section it belongs to, the division under which it is 
appearing and with the shaashtra, the whole of the subject. However 
for the initial five chapters, the aforesaid links are relevant only for 
shaastra and not the others since they form the basement upon which 
the subsequent chapters are built. These linkages for other chapters 
are clearly explained in “tatvaprakaashika”, the commentary written 
by Sri Sri Jayateertha swamiji supplementing the bhaashya of Sri 
Madhwacharya. 


There is one more link “aanantarya sangati” - linkage to the 
previous chapter. This is of many types. Some significant types are: 

« aakshepikee — an objection to what has been resolved earlier 

« aatideshikee — providing further explanation of the earlier 

¢ upodghaatataa — introductory 

¢ apavaadatataa — exception 

¢ praasangikee - incidental 


An effort is made to present the translation in as simple a language as 
possible. However, in order to bring it as near to the original text as 
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possible, often the sentences may get longer and some uncommon 
words are being brought in. The author (read as translator) may 
please be excused for the inconvenience caused out of such longer 
sentences or unfamiliar words. 


sreta sifecar ara Geaste: | 
This being the first chapter, there is no reference to the previous 
chapter. 


frsay fasrata querer: | Was 7 Ust URasferepror fag: 
Seq: Taraadt gers yenead | vrata asf Jourerarec: 
T 


The entire of this book is divided into four divisions (adhyaaya) 
and each division has four sections (paada). Each section has 
several chapters (adhikarana). Each of such adhikarana will have 
the following components: 


1. ViShaya — a subject — this is picked up from some vedic 
tex(. 

2. Vishaya (samshaya) — doubt. 

3. Poorvapaksha — the proposition or objections and 

4. Prayojana — utility / benefit. 


The above sloka can be translated roughly as under: 

These things are described in the following texts in accordance 
with the earlier commentaries on the subject along with the context 
of each adhikarana with reference to its previous one. All these are 
done based on the grace of the revered guruji. 


"aehisireaed dese" (ct. 3-9) gcoret sar fase fase: | a 
mda sa Heieanl sit Bees: | Tabet clara Widas aH | 


arRepATatet: WAAR FIA: Te: 5 


The subject of this chapter is picked up from the statement of 
taittireeya upanishat “tadvijijnaasasva tadbrahma — do jijnaasa of 
“that”. “That” is brahma”. To do or not to do jijnaasa is the doubt. 
The cause of this doubt is explained in the commentaries (written 
by Sri Sri Jayateertha swamiji) of every chapter of brahma 
sootras. 


J weet od: ger: | flsareeyrarcel | SACHA: STACACATL | ORICA: 
et ee ee 
dearaM = dkesacargrescaa: ¢ 


STARA | ATCA ATT 
SIaTTATVaSY aruda AMUN aay | Rrareehererctfh 
SRAVSTATCAATAUNCa ta: 


ata fae: | area eachsqeeicarr | arf Gene aeITTTS: Her | 
Teae “aco ears ae” scares patta fae: | TaatsyAeiarel 
aT Wart Ale: Her | teat “soa Bassa spy” scarfet 
mri fe: | Feamitaatgfoeaey Waser | SeT A 
Aerod Herat sTHyaeerr | ae cea: afsert | FAA 
after? “Syerereafqernrean Sysstat Tat + syfeeTret” 
sconefeR rene, | AAT FT ages It 


The objection begins with negating the requirement to do jijnaasa. 
For 
« The aspect does not have the requirements of viShaya 
(subject) etc. 
There are only two things in the world - jada (inanimate / 
inert) and chetana (animate / living). These are also called 
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as anaatma and aatma respectively. Aatma is again two 
types — paraatma and paramaatma. Paraatma is jeeva 
(soul or spirit) and paramaatma is God. Anaatma cannot be 
the subject, for it does not exist in reality. 

To be a subject of jijnaasa (inquest), there should be some 
doubt or uncertainty. It does not exist in respect of jeeva 
who is well known by virtue of the activities around. When 
a body is active, it is because of the presence of jeeva in it. 
In the absence of jeeva, it becomes a corpse, an inanimate 
object. 

The subject of jijnaasa cannot even be God. There is no 
evidence to say that he is different from jeevas. 

The vedantic literature comprising of vedas and other 
authored texts are not authentic since they are not aaptokta 
— written by a trustworthy person (there are three 
conditions like vaktraanukoolya, shrotraanukoolya and 
prasangaanukoolya for a text to be considered as aaptokta. 
Their details are not discussed here for the purpose of 
brevity). Vedas have no author and hence cannot be 
aaptokta. Though other texts have authors, their 
trustworthiness is not proved and hence cannot be 
considered as aaptokta. If their texts are to be taken as 
evidences for their trustworthiness, it would mean inter- 
dependence (anyonyaasraya), for till such time their texts 
are proved authentic, they cannot stand in evidence to the 
trustworthiness of the author and till the time 
trustworthiness of the author is proved, their texts cannot be 
considered as authentic. 

If vedas are to be considered as inherently authentic, they 
are So in respect of procedures (yaaga etc) that need to be 
performed and not in respect of God who is existing and 
not the one to be created. Even if they are to be considered 
as describing God, they would, as per advaita speak of one 
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unqualified chetana that is already experienced by every 
one as “me”. Hence there does not exist a doubt to resolve 
which, one should do jijnaasa. Even the attributes of 
“being different from the bodies”, “being of atomic size” 
etc are also fallacies since the said attributes are anaatma. 
Even if they are real, their knowledge does not lead to 
either moksha or any other benefit. 

Since there is neither a valid subject nor a benefit for 
jijnaasa, an adhikaari (one who would perform jijnaasa) 
and their inter se relationship stand negated automatically. 
Even if it is assumed that there exists Brahma that is 
different from jeevas and thus forms the subject of jijnaasa, 
that still would not make it worthwhile, for there is no 
benefit to be gained out of it. Brahma jnaana (knowledge 
of brahma) cannot be considered as the benefit of jijnaasa. 
It could as well be obtained through karma (religious 
procedures). So say the scripts “karmanaa jnaanam 
aatanoti — knowledge is achieved through karma). This 
apart, brahma-jnaana is not a purushaartha (something 
that is craved for). It cannot be considered as the means for 
achieving prasada (grace / favour) of God. That can even 
be achieved through karma -— so say the scripts (tatkarma 
hari tosham yat). This prasaada is not a purushaartha on 
its own, to be craved for. 

If prasaada is considered as something desired on account 
of it leading to moksha, even that would not serve the 
purpose. For, moksha is achievable through karma, which 
is an easier option. So says veda - “apaama somam 
amritaa abhooma - lets perform somayaaga, drink soma 
and thereby become immortal”. 

This apart, why should there be prasaada for moksha, 
which is nothing but removal of bandha, the bondage to the 
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cycle of births and deaths? For, bandha is a fallacy that 
disappears on its own with the advent of knowledge. 

Even if moksha is considered as the benefit of jijnaasa, 
there is no adhikaari (eligible person) for jijnaasa. If a 
desire for moksha itself is to be treated as an eligibility, 
then even a woman and shoodra should also be eligible for 
it. This is not true. Veda specifically prohibits study of veda 
(and jijnaasa that augments such a study) by such persons. 
There is no other criteria that is stated as pre-qualification 
for jijnaasa. 


RISING | STATIC Hla SHY fSSTR Ber arhTeoy 


TAM MMII “By wegead self ged! afer aN” 
safes = RTT UT eereprompoTTUReescageqaaar 


Trae adareceReaiko: Udy ATT Aad 
qeMMATONeY FoINy Gea: Galt ge: | At fea: | sar 
TT Ue AAMT seas Va STA WIAA 
peda] AT tat sygaeicds weer Weeds 
yaar | PHOT caGy sft Vcal sioraaeeta Afehegcarsl | 
Tey J aaleaaecdst Wada Nae WATSATAaIaT_ | ATT 
Acasa “AIA aa Baal wala arafeex” searfear alorare | 
ame dd: | asemaeofterkcastt “aftara fast 
see «= steaaaTAcafenaislarkfasiser Byars pHdear 
fastefa i ay wnadkrat: Alera HoRicaysreea Rawat 
Ufadcaeferte sft | ara YaroRaaa: HSTRAARARE et 119 1 


It is true that anaatma, jeeva and oneself may not be a subject for 
jijnaasa. However, the subject of jijnaasa is stated as “Brahma” in 


~areapnratet: WAAAY Wears: UTE: 9 


the sootra. This word is not just an identifier but has a lot of 
inherent meaning. Veda says “why is he called Brahma? He is so 
because, he is full of gunas — the positive qualities”. This means, 
he is the one who is spread fully in space, time and attributes — a 
thing that is not possible with any jeeva. Such a person is debated 
as having or not having qualities. Thus there is a doubt that 
justifies a discussion and God becomes the subject of it. Since 
jijnaasa leads to realization of God, which in turn results in getting 
the prasaada of God, thereby securing moksha, the most sought 
after result, it stands proved that jijnaasa has a benefit to be 
derived. Since there are people who are desirous of moksha, they 
form adhikaari and with the existence of a subject, a benefit and 
adhikaari, it is easy to derive their inter se relationship. Hence this 
book (brahma sootra) has all the four ingredients to be considered 
as authentic and worthy. Since this subject revolves around vedic 
texts, it is essential to know the authenticity of vedas. That 
however has been described in other source documents like 
brahma tarka (This is a book written by sage Vedavyaasa) and 
sootra bhaashya of Sri Madhwacharya. 


Now let us examine the other objection that while jnaana, 
prasaada or moksha can directly be obtained with the easier option 
of karma, why should one practice jijnaasa — The scope of 
jijnaasa is not just a debate but encompasses sravana (listening / 
learning), manana (discussion for removal of errors and doubts in 
understanding) and dhyaana (uninterrupted mental activity of 
recollection of the qualities of God — meditation in a sense). The 
scripts say that only this and this jijnaasa alone would lead to 
realization of God. Karma forms a supporting aspect for jijnaasa 
and not the primary one. Though realization in itself is not a 
purushaartha as presented in the earlier argument, it becomes a 
desired aspect in view of the same causing the ultimate benefit of 
moksha. The scripts say that karma can only secure temporary and 
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minor benefits. Since the bondage with the cycle of births and 
deaths is experienced as real and known as such through other 
evidences, it does not go away with the acquisition of knowledge 
but has to be removed by God and hence his prasaada, grace is 
essential. 


The quotations from veda in support of karma causing immortality 
through soma yaaga etc refer to a qualified immortality and not the 
absolute one. Veda says “those who have performed soma yaaga 
would remain immortal till this Indra exists” etc. 


Though it is true that a mere desire for moksha would not make a 
person eligible for jijnaasa, a desire backed by adhyayana (study 
of the base subjects), shama (mind, set in Vishnu), dama (control 
over senses) etc makes one an adhikaari. 


Hence it is essential to practice jijnaasa. 


This book consolidates the discussions on brahma sootras as 
detailed in the bhaashya of Sri. Acharya and tatvaprakaashika, the 
commentary on it by Sri. Jayateertha swamiji. Though the topic of 
karma causing immortality is not discussed in any of the above, the 
Same is discussed here to cover what has been expressed Sri 
Acharya in anuvyaakhyaana as “jijnaasottha jnaanajaat 
tatprasaadad eve mucyate”. The word “eva — alone” emphasizes 
the role of prasaada in getting moksha. 


The benefit of this chapter is lies in an objection on the need for 
jijnaasa and an affirmation for it through the discussions. 


ll 3o WATERED Aa: Bo Il 2 Il 


janmaadyasya yatah — 2 


area: WAITED Wer: OTe: 11 


yatenfatsrerttiarkarethornut aaa orpolca vane farstrarayy 
my yduacennaath ase: | uaa aera sfA 
at yatta asa: | dR sg “oat at sara aes cars aA 
orf sfara aaah afeisred dese" sft (3- 
q)| amar wera grat: | aah eeewa Basia Traces: | Ta 
agKecad Ta fe ofa fois Gece: | 


It is said in the previous chapter that jijnaasa be done 
« by those having the specified qualities 
- for securing the benefit of moksha 
¢ in respect of the one who is different from jeeva and is full 
of positive attributes. 
This chapter resolves an objection over the said conclusion and 
hence relates to the previous one through aakshepa — objection. 


This chapter also provides lakshana — unique description of what 
has been referred to as Brahma in the previous chapter and hence 
relates to it as an explanatory one. 


taittireeya upanishat says “perform jijnaasa of the one, because of 
whom all these living objects are born, because of whom they live 
and because of whom they disintegrate or attain moksha. He is 
Brahma”. The term “disintegrate” used here and in the subsequent 
part of this book would not mean a total destruction of jeeva but a 
removal of all external wrappers (bodies) that would have caused 
his rebirth. It is a near equivalent of the word laya in Sanskrit. 


Whether Brahma as described above is Vishnu or jeeva is the doubt 
that is being resolved here. 


qaaarg i gesnfdofanrcreenenstetcamh: seereeeq vid 
aheekaarr wee fait g wera Woes 
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sraiPrncaearTesl SMMIgesoheRcal AA aT Sf YarerakHprureaey 
SSEERI Vas Beye VA VIKUTCRANEYA] ATCA AT Se GET 
SeaeaaaaeaHaearea vile SAAS Sls Vas Te | 
Ta FT seeitegcas fosrar area | 


The dictionary meaning of brahma is “jaati - commonness like 
humanity in humans”, “jeeva”, “Kamalaasana — Deity with four- 
heads”, and “Veda”. The literal meaning of Brahma is “complete 
in attributes”. This does not fit in jeevas as they have limited 
number of qualities and each of such qualities is held in small 
proportions. Hence it is only the roodhi — the usage that can 
identify jeeva with the name Brahma. In the case of Vishnu, there 
is no usage of the term and it is inevitable to accept the literal 
meaning (yoga meaning), as otherwise that would mean negating 
the completeness of Vishnu in his attributes. In interpretations, 
roodhi stands stronger than yoga. Hence the term Brahma referred 
to in the quoted text refers to jeeva. This would pose a question as 
to how jeeva could be considered as the creator etc of the universe? 
True, he forms the cause through his adrishta — virtues and sins. 
Sounds strange? If I have the adrishta to own a house in a layout in 
Bangalore with all civic amenities, to fulfill the same, Bangalore 
city should be formed, it should grow to necessitate formation of a 
layout in the specified location, it should have roads, water supply, 
electricity connections, drainage system etc. And these things 
cannot be made available in the layout as stand alone items. They 
need to get connected to their respective larger networks. Without 
these things, my adrishta cannot be fulfilled. Is it not then that my 
adrishta has caused the entire of above? This is the opinion of 
nayyayikaas. 


The other meanings like jaati do not fit in as they do not cause the 
creation of universe etc. 


arergentatet: WeATEATY WA: OTe: 13 


In another vedic text it is said “aatma vaa are drashtavya etc”. 
With the words drashtavya etc, it refers to jijnaasa and the subject 
of it is indicated by the word “aatma”. This word is popular in 
jeeva. Hence it is Jeeva that is stipulated as the subject of jijnaasa 
and since he is known by the experience of “me”, there is no 
ambiguity that would justify a jijnaasa. Hence jijnaasa should not 
be done. 
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The creation etc of the universe as indicated by the quoted text 
“yato vaa..” is the unique quality of Vishnu. Another vedic text 
says “he who has created the earth and sky from tridhaatu — a 
combination of prakriti (the subtle matter), purusha (jeeva) and 
kaala (time)” as Vishnu. The reasoning of adrishta presented 
earlier can at best be limited to certain small aspects but never for 
everything as indicated by the word “imaani — these” meaning 
everything in the universe. Moreover, adrishta forming a cause as 
described above does not make jeeva a creator in the sense of the 
word. This apart, the word “abhisamvishanti” in the quoted text 
says this person as the destination for the liberated jeevas. Such a 
destination cannot be another jeeva. In the second division here, 
the independence of jeeva in performing any act is conclusively 
denied. When he has no independence in performing any act, how 
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can he be the creator etc of the universe? Hence the usage of the 
term brahma in jeeva deserves to be ignored. The word “aatma” in 
the quoted text where aatma is presented as the subject of jijnaasa 
also refers to God as being explained in the sootra 
“dyubhvaadyaayatanam svashabdaat (1-3-1). The word brahma is 
also found to be addressing Vishnu in the usage of learned people 
as can be known from the vedic text “tadeva brahma paramam 
kaveenaam”. The usage of the learned people is certainly more 
powerful than that of ignorant. As such, it stands proved that the 
word Brahma refers to Vishnu, who is full of qualities, both by its 
literal meaning and the usage. 
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Another discussion on the same subject is as under: 


While the word “Brahma” is well known to address jeeva, if we 
are to say it refers to some other person or object, we need to 
envisage the same being vaachya (addressee of the word) and an 
existence of the qualities spoken by it in him. This would mean a 
defect of “kalpana gourava — too much of an imagination”. If the 
word is taken to mean jeeva, it has the advantage of laaghava — 
being short (absence of imaginations), being the dictionary 
meaning and the one possessing the qualities as indicated in the 
literal meaning. Hence Brahma should mean only jeeva. This 
proposition is denied as under: 


~ It is not always appropriate to accept only the popular 
meaning. Though the word “swarga” refers to the objects 
of pleasure like sandal wood paste by its usage, the 
description “that pleasure which is not tainted with sorrow, 
has no gaps in it and fetches all that is desired is called 
swarga’”, refers it to the pleasure itself. Similarly here, the 
usage of the word “Brahma” in jeeva should be discarded 
to mean him to be Vishnu as supported by the vedic text 
“yato vaa imaani bhootaani jaayante” etc. 

> Assigning attributes to an unearthly object would attract the 
defect of “multiple imaginations” (kalpana gourava — as it 
involves assuming the existence of such an object and the 
existence of the qualities being attributed to it) whereas 
doing it for a known object is a straight task (laaghava). 
Hence it is more proper to mean jeeva by the word Brahma 
by accepting the completeness of qualities, the literal 
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meaning, to the extent it can fit in to jeeva, but not in its 

absolute sense as argued in siddhaanta — 

o this argument is invalid. For, it would go against the 
fact of Brahma being the creator etc of the universe, 
which a jeeva cannot. There is also no reason for 
considering a limited meaning for the “completeness” 
of qualities. Hence the literal meaning of the word 
“Brahma” stands in its absolute sense of completeness. 

In the previous sootra it is said that Vishnu would release 

us from this bondage of samsaara (cycle of births and 

deaths) when he gets pleased by the knowledge obtained 
through jijnaasa and hence the need for jijnaasa — this is 
not correct. If jijnaasa is to be done because he is the one 
who releases us from the bondage, as a corollary jijnaasa 
should not be done since he is the one who binds us. It 
cannot be denied that he binds us — since jeeva stands 
bound to samsaara and since he cannot bind himself it 
precipitates to the fact the only one available to bind him is 

Vishnu. If he were not the binder, then he cannot be the 

releaser as well. How can he release the bondage caused by 

some one else? Hence jijnaasa should not be done - 

o This is not true. He causes the bondage when not 
pleased and releases the bond when he is pleased. 
Hence it is essential to do jijnaasa that would please 
him. 


sare Cartas, set Geri | Taser 


The first one of the above is as in tatvaprakashika and the other 
two are from Nyaaya Sudha. Of the later two, the last one is from 
its upaasana paada (Third section of third division). 
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In the first proposition, the vedic text “yato vaa imaani” itself is 
twisted towards jeeva. In the second one, it is a generic one 
applicable to all references. The third one examines the very 
formation of sootra — it should have been “muktih asya yatah” 
instead of “janmaadih asya yatah”, for jijnaasaa is intended in 
securing moksha. True, the word janmaadih is used to indicate that 
the one who can cause birth etc, would certainly cause moksha as 
well. 
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Shaastrayonitvaat — 3 
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A doubt on whether the aforesaid unique qualities of Vishnu find a 
place in Rudra etc is cleared in this chapter. Whether the qualities 
of universal creation etc as expressed in the text of upanishat “yato 
vaa etc” are exclusively found in Vishnu or are they found even in 
others is the question. 


18 33 mraarrcare 35 Il 3 I 


Poorvapaksha — The referred qualities are found even in others. 
The same can be deduced to exist in Rudra etc through anumaana 
(logical derivation) — Earth has a creator, for it is a creation, as in 
the case of pot etc. This decides on the existence of a creator. Now 
that veda itself denies validity of anumaana in general in the 
matter of knowing Vishnu, no anumaana can lead to understanding 
Vishnu as a creator. Hence by relaying on paashupaata aagama, 
we can conclude that Shiva is the creator etc. Even anumaana is in 
favour of such a conclusion — Shiva is the creator etc, for he is 
omniscient. Conversely, like a potter etc. It cannot be said that 
Shiva’s omniscience is not proved. Paashupaata aagama stands in 
evidence for it. Thus, supported by aagama, the aforesaid 
anumaana gets stronger to confirm the existence of qualities of 
being universal creator in Shiva. 
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A derivation “Earth etc have a creator, for they have an origin. 
Which ever has an origin, has a creator as in the case of a pot” 
decides the existence of a creator for the universe. Similarly, 
another derivation “There is some creator for the universe, for he 
possesses the qualities of eternal knowledge, desire and effort. One 
who has these three qualities of knowledge, desire and effort is a 
creator like a potter” also proves the existence of a creator. A 
variant of this could be just “effort” instead of “knowledge, desire 
and effort” as the reasoning. This creator cannot be Vishnu for, the 
opposite party does not agree to him having only three qualities. 
Vishnu is considered to possess innumerable qualities, not just 
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three. In the case of Rudra, this fits in well. He is called Rudra, for 
he makes all cry — meaning, he destroys them all. He is called 
shankara, for he protects all. He is called bhava, for he creates all. 
Similarly, even with logical derivation it can be deduced that 
Rudra is the universal creator etc as seen above. 


There is no conflict for the above with the evidences like “eko 
daadhaara”, “na te mahitvam”, “yo nah pita” that speak of 
Vishnu being creator etc. They contradict the reasoning as detailed 
above and hence are weak. Moreover, they intend to only convey 
availability of the referred qualities in Vishnu but not to deny them 
in others. 
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Another says — There is no scope for any doubt in the contents of 
the books written by Shiva etc since they are omniscients. These 
books like paashupata aagama speak of Rudra etc as the creators 
of the universe. Hence, it stands proved that Rudra etc are the 
creators of the universe. Now that this contradicts what is told in 
vedas, which are considered as inherently authentic, we need not 
be concerned. Both are true depending on the time of their 
reference. While Vishnu as described in vedas is the creator during 
one period, Rudra is so during a different period. Though veda and 
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the aagama speak of creation of “everything”, that would still fit in 
as Vishnu, Rudra etc are considered creators of everything during 
their respective periods. The word “everything” can also be meant 
to consider everything that they are capable of to remove the 
contradiction. 


There is one more hurdle in the above — Veda denies shiva being a 
creator and aagama does it so for Vishnu. This can be resolved by 
treating such statements as meant to appreciate the creations by 
Vishnu and Rudra and not really intended to negate it for others. 
Similar expression can be seen in the case of yajna where some 
homas are deplored by name only to appreciate those that are not 
named. The rule there is “na hi nindaa anindyam ninditum 
pravartate, api tu vidheyam stotum — criticizing the one that does 
not deserve to be deplored is not intended at discrediting it but is 
intended to appreciate the other one that is being recommended”. 


Thus if Hari is defined as the creator of the entire universe, the 
definition is faulty by “asambhava — does not fit in the target” and 
if he is considered as the creator of a section of the universe, the 
definition fails by the defect of “ativyaapti — goes beyond the 
target”. Hence the definition should be discarded. 
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The way eyes cannot decide on the existence of taste and odor, 
anumaana, the logical derivation cannot be a tool in the matter of 
God etc in the absence of a supporting text from vedas. Vedas 
describe him as the one who cannot be known by those who have 
not read vedas. Another vedic text says Purusha (God) can be 
known only through vedas. An unsupported logic can be used even 
to conclude absurd things like the presence of horns for a rabbit. 
Hence the first contention of the poorvapaksha is invalid. 


Vedas, that are considered as inherently authentic and other smritis 
(authored texts) also consider only the following as authentic — 
Rigveda, yajurveda, saamaveda, atharvaveda, bhaaratam, 
pancharaatra aagama. Hence anything that contradicts the above 
are invalid and as such cannot oppose the fact of Vishnu being the 
universal creator etc. Thus, Vishnu alone is the universal creator 
and there is no scope for the defects of asambhava or ativyaapti as 
contended. 


In a future chapter “smrityanavakaasha ..”, one more aspect in the 
above matter is discussed. It will be elaborated at that place. 


The two versions of poorvapaksha are taken from bhaashya and 
anuvyaakhyana respectively. 
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The conclusion that the identifying qualities of God, in the form of 
creation etc of the universe, are knowable only through shaastra — 
vedas etc is challenged in this chapter. This chapter also discusses 
whether Vishnu alone is the one who can be known through vedas 
or that others are also as such. 


Whether shaastrayonitvam — knowable only through vedas is an 
unique attribute of Vishnu or that the said quality is available in 
others also is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — Even others like Rudra have this quality of being 
known as the creator through vedas. The texts like shaiva-aagama 
etc that are in the nature of commentaries of Veda speak of Rudra 
etc as the creators and they have no contradiction from other 
evidences. Hence the intent of vedas is known to be in favour of 
considering Rudra etc as the creators. This is similar to the 
commentary on a poem that brings to the fore, the intent of the 
poem. It is said “vyaakhyanato vishesha pratipattih — the 
commentary enables a better understanding”. It cannot also be said 
that the commentary itself is improper (as described in the previous 
chapter where all arguments that do not follow vedas are declared 
as invalid). If the original text is authentic and its commentary has 
no evidences to the contrary, the commentary is considered as 
authentic by default. It does not need something else to 
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authenticate. In the present case, the absence of a contrary 
evidence is proved by the vedic text “naishaa tarkena — He cannot 
be understood by logic”. It cannot be said that going by this 
statement, even Vishnu is considered by vedas as the universal 
creator etc. It is possible to interpret that Vishnu has also been the 
creator etc during different periods or for different places. Thus, it 
is not proper to say that he alone has been the creator. 


The argument that the intent of vedas can be decided by applying 
the rules of interpretation like upakrama, upasamhaara is also not 
valid, since it is not clear as to which one is strong amongst them 
and how to handle contradictions within the said indicators of 
upakrama etc. 
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Another person puts forth his argument — It gets known from veda 
and other texts that Rudra etc are the creators of the universe. The 
intent of such texts is clear by the mere fact that they have nothing 
contrary in evidence. The statements in favor of Vishnu being the 
creator and specifically negating Rudra etc as such cause no harm. 
For, it can also be said the very statements depicting Rudra etc as 
creators are invalidating those in favor of vishnu. Thus both stand 
equally positioned. Since both the statements are of equal strength, 
it should be understood that during the period when Vishnu has 
been the creator, Rudra was not and when Rudra has been the 
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creator Vishnu was not. These arguments are as described in 
Bhaashya based on the apparent meaning of vedic texts. 


Another argument is, by telling that shaiva-aagama etc as 
unauthentic, the intention of Vedas does not get decided. For, even 
in vedas, there are several texts that speak of Rudra etc as the 
creators. Thus, this argument is based on the apparent meaning of 
the vedic texts supported by other texts like shaiva-aagama. 


The initial two poorvapaksha arguments are picked from Nyaaya 
Sudha and the last one from Tatvaprakaashika. 
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When the apparent meanings of vedic text contradict each other, in 
order to find their commonness, we need to look for the intent of 
such texts. On doing so, the aagamas (texts) of shaiva etc get 
proved to be unauthentic and also as contradicting other evidential 
texts. Where the apparent meanings are not in accordance with the 
rules of interpretation viz., upakrama etc., then they should not be 
construed and described as the intent of such texts. In such cases, 
the apparent meaning is based on the reader’s ignorance. The 
commentators should also consider the rules of interpretation and 
extract the true meaning ignoring the apparent meaning before they 
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provide their commentary. While so doing, the inter se strength of 
the parameters of upakrama, upasamhaara, abhyaasa, apoorvata, 
phalam, arthavaada and upapatti need to be weighed and applied 
to extract the true meaning. When so done, it gets decided that the 
entire of shaastra (veda and other texts) speak of only Vishnu as 
the universal creator etc. 


Thus the two poorvapakshas based on the texts and on the 
apparent meanings stand repudiated. It is for the same reason, even 
the last one is incorrect. Hence the attribute of being the cause of 
universe etc for Vishnu has no voilations. 
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This chapter questions the conclusion of the previous chapter that 
Brahma alone is the primary address of the entire of shaastra. 


Whether or not it is proper to consider that Brahma is knowable 
through all the texts of shaastra is the primary question. 
Poorvapaksha says it is not proper. The vedic texts like “yato 
vaacho nivartante” specifically mention that Brahma cannot be 
known through words. 


It is true that the vedic text “purishayam purusham eekshate — one 
would see that Purusha (Brahma) who is dwelling in pura, the 
bodies of living beings” indicates his visibility. A visibility through 
upanishats would only mean that he can be known through words. 
However, this text speaks of gouna-aatma and such an aatma is 
certainly knowable. Shuddha-aatma can also be considered as 
knowable through words in their secondary sense (lakshana). This 
is like calling a boy as fire. Boy is certainly not fire but is called so 
because of his brilliance. This secondary reference also suits in the 
context of Brahma being called as knowable in view of the vedic 
statement “avachanenaiva provaacha — spoke of him without 
words (that speak of him directly)”. 


This type of lakshana expression expects a primary address for the 
words while it secondarily refers to something else. If the words 
like “Brahma” does not address him primarily, we should know 
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by what name he is known. In the referred example, the word 
“fire” does not primarily address the boy. However it is the word 
“boy” that makes us know whom the word “fire” is addressing in 
the secondary sense. In the present case, there should be some 
word that makes us know the subject, whom the word “Brahma” is 
addressing in the secondary sense. We should take some name, like 
the word “boy” in the illustration. Such name also would be 
addressing him only in the secondary sense since he is considered 
as not knowable through words in their primary sense. Then the 
question repeats as to whom such second name is addressing in the 
secondary sense and it goes on. This type of an open chain is called 
the defect of anavasthaa. Poorvapaksha says, this should not be 
counted as a defect. For, even where the words are used in the 
primary sense, a situation of similar kind will arise. When a word 
is said to address an object, there is a relationship between these 
two — vaachya-vaachaka sambandha. It is only when a person 
knows this relationship between the name and its target object that 
he can understand what is spoken of. To know any relationship, 
one has to know the things that are related. That means he should 
be knowing “Brahma” before he could understand the relationship 
between the word and the person. To know Brahma, he should 
refer again to some vedic text, for Brahma can be known only 
through shaastra. There again, the words describing him can 
communicate only to a person who knows the relationship between 
such words and Brahma. And this goes on. 


This apart, it is not true that all words of shaastra speak of 
Brahma. It is said that the vedic texts are innumerable. Humans 
have limited knowledge and life. They cannot even comprehend 
the innumerability of vedic texts. How can they know that all such 
texts speak of only Brahma? Impossible. 
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The words that speak of brahma do so in their primary sense and 
not in their secondary sense. The texts “aqatmanyeva aatmaanam 
pashyet — one should see aatma in ones own self”, “one who has 
known aatma begets the world of aatma” etc speak of shuddha- 
aatma alone and not gouna-aatma as contended by the 
poorvapaksha. Had the words been considered as_ primarily 
addressing gouna-aatma, we would have encountered the defect of 
anavastha. Not when shuddha-aatma is considered as the target. If 
it is to be understood that the words speak of him only in the 
secondary sense since he is “swaprakaasha — known by his own”, 
the entire of shaastra would go waste. The contention that the 
relationship between the words and their target objects can be 
understood only when the word and objects are known is also not 
true. For, the words have an etymological meaning and thus are in 
the nature of sentences describing the object they address. As such 
they do not require a prior knowledge of the object. Hence there is 
no defect of anavastha. The vedic texts “yato vaacho nivartante” 
only negate a complete understanding of God through words. They 
do not negate every description of him. Though vedic texts are 
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innumerable, they all speak in harmony. The Paingee text of vedas 
explains the fact that all vedic texts and maxims are authentic and 
speak of only Brahma. They have no contradictions amongst them. 
This intent can also be derived though logic that all vedic texts 
have no contradictions with other branches of vedas, since they are 
all branches of the same veda, as is seen in those texts that have 
been discussed and decided by the omniscient Vedavyaasa sage in 
brahma sootras. 


Hence it is valid to say that the entire of shaastra speaks of Vishnu. 


The purpose of the balance of this division lies in justifying the 
vedic statement that all vedas describe Him by discussing the 
counter points for it. While the chapter “eekshater naashabdam” 
justifies a discussion mandated in the sootra “tat tu samanvayaat’, 
the remaining chapters here are oriented towards explaining how 
all the vedic words speak of God alone. 
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All the vedic words can be classified into four categories based on 
their usage, viz. Those that speak of God, those that speak of 
others, those that speak of God as well as others and those that 
speak of others only. There is no need to explain the first category 
since they are already known to be speaking of God. Others are 
again of two types, viz. Names and attributes. In a fight if the 
strongest opponent is tackled first, handling others would be 
smooth. Similarly here. The strong objections in orienting all the 
words towards God is from those that speak of others and that too 
directly. Hence the synchronization of names is taken up in this 
section. Those that speak of others through their attributes are 
taken up in the second section. The words that are popular both in 
others and God, be they names or attributes, are taken up in the 
third section and in the last section, synchronization of those words 
— names or attributes, that are popular only in others are taken up 
in the last section of this division. In fact, this is the toughest part. 
Going by the argument that the strong one should be tackied first, 
this should have been taken up first. However, this is tough to be 
understood by all. Hence taken up at the end, after the base is set in 
the previous sections for ease of understanding. 


There are some apparent admixtures. Their clarifications are done 
based on their usage and etymological meanings, names and 
attributes etc can be known from the book Tatparya Chandrika of 
Sri VWwaasyateertha swamiji. 
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Aanandamayo abhyaasaat — 6 
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vikaara-shabdaan-neti chenna praachuryaat; tadhetu-vyapadeshaaccha; 
maantra-varnikameva cha geeyate; netato anupapatteh; bheda- 
vyapadeshaaccha; kaamaaccha naanumaana-apekshaa; 


data: ARS @ ar ee genisoeen (a 2-8) scaeat sfc: 
CRA TaraAT: TTA MTOT AAS AAAS TERT: 
arraftsrarequraraardepy: ferser: oe 
afaga fasta ae: | fawoera sft gd: ver: 


Everybody desires aananda, pleasure at all times. This can be had 
by doing upaasana (meditation in gross terms) of the great quality 
of God that describes him as poorna-ananda. Hence this is taken 
up at the first instance. There is another reason for taking up this 
topic at this stage — raising an objection on the conclusion in the 
previous chapter that the word “aatma” refers to Brahma and not 
others. The objection is based on the vedic text “etam 
aanandamayam aatmaanam’”’. In the taittireeya branch of vedas it 
is said “sa vada esha purusho annarasamayah” etc. These 
expressions speak of some one who is annamaya, praanamaya, 
manomaya, vijnaanamaya and aanandamaya. These words that 
describe the respective qualities are the subject of discussion here. 
Whether the person described with these words is someone other 
than Vishnu like Chaturmukha or Vishnu is the question. The 
poorvapaksha says it is someone other than Vishnu. 
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Poorvapaksha — The “maya(t)” suffix in the words “annamaya” 
etc generally indicates the existence of a vikaara, change — 
something made of anna etc. Brahma (Vishnu) who is described as 
“nirvikaarah — immutable”, “aksharah — one who does not have 
any loss” and “shuddhah — flawless”, is without any change and is 
not even responsible for mutations. Another meaning of the suffix 
“maya” is “praachurya — abundance”. Even this meaning does not 
suit Brahma, for if we say Brahma has aananda (pleasure) in 
abundance, it implies that he has some pain as well, though not in 
significant proportions. Brahma does not have even a speck of 
pain. The third meaning of the suffix “maya” is oneness — i.e, 
Brahma himself is anna etc. This meaning would make the suffix 
“maya” redundant, as even without it the words “anna” etc would 
have communicated oneness. 
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This apart, the statements “annaat purushah — purusha is born to 
anna” refer to purusha, the body that is built out of anna, the food. 
The script goes further stating that the body referred to as purusha 
is a derivative of the essence of food and is made of a head, the 
right arm, the left arm, the torso and the bottom portion (legs) and 
while doing so, it says “this is the head” etc indicating that it is 
referring to what is physically visible. This has to be the body. 
Thus with the usage of suffix “maya” confirming it to mean a 
derivative, a different meaning cannot be adopted to other qualities 
like “praanamaya”. 


Another factor is, the vedic text explains “praanamaya” as “anya — 
different” from “annamaya” and says that praanamaya is inside 
annamaya and that annamaya is the body for praanamaya. 
Similarly others — praanamaya is the body for manomaya, 
manomaya is the body for vijnaanamaya and vijnaanamaya is the 
body for aanandamaya. Thus, these are five different layers. 
Brahma however is a single entity — ekameva advitiyaam. He does 
not have any multiplicity within him. He is described as 
ashareerah prajnaatma — the one who does not have a body and an 
embodiment of knowledge. Hence he does not have a body. 


The aanandamaya layer is described as having “priya — the 
pleasure derived on hearing a pleasant news” as his head, “modah 
— the pleasure on seeing something desired” as his right arm, 
“pramodah — the pleasure derived on consuming the desired” as 
his left arm, “aananda — the inherent pleasure” as the torso and 
“brahma” as his tail piece — legs. Thus, Brahma is described as 
legs - a component of aanandamaya. Hence aanandamaya cannot 
be Brahma. Both aanandamaya and his tail piece cannot be 
Brahma. A component cannot be considered as one with the whole 
as well. Hence the words “annamaya” etc refer to the layers only. 
Since they are described as derivatives of another, they could be 


34 | 35 STARSAAT SAA 99 Hl & I 


referring to prakriti, the “matter” or goddess Lakshmi who is the 
abhimaani (regulating deity) of prakriti. They could even be 
referring to jeeva or someone else as explained in Bhaashya. On no 
count they could be referring to Brahma. 
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All the five names viz. annamaya etc refer to Brahma alone. We 
find the word “Brahma” in all the five mantras viz. “ye annam 
brahmopaasate” (anna as Brahma), “ye praanam brahmopaasate” 
(praana as Brahma), “aanandam brahmano vidwaan” (manah as 
Brahma), “vijnaanam brahma ched veda” (vijnaana as Brahma) 
and “asti brahma ched veda” (aananda as Brahma). In the cases of 
vijnaanamaya and aanandamaya, the word “brahma” occurs more 
than once, like “brahma jyeshthamupaasate” and “asanneva sa 
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bhavati asad brahmeti veda chet”. This apart, in all the five cases, 
we find the word ‘“aatma” like “anyo  antaraaatmaa 
praanamayah”, “etam annamayam aatmaanam”’. 


While describing annamaya, he is said to be “eaten by all” and that 
“he eats all”. “Eaten by all” means, all are dependent on him for 
their survival. “He eats all” refers to the killing of all by him 
(during pralaya - deluge). Similarly “annam hi bhootaanaam 
jJyeshtham” speaks of him being superior to all, “athainat 
apiyantyatah” speaks of him being the destiny of all. With 
reference to praanamaya, he is described as the regulator of all 
deities, referred to as “sarva-aayu” where the word “aayu” is 
meant as jnaana, the knowledge. He is thus the subject of the 
proper knowledge that leads to moksha. 


In the case of manomaya, he is described as beyond the reach of 
speech and mind, fearless and the subject matter of that knowledge 
which leads to moksha. In the case of Vijnaanamaya, he is 
described as the one worshiped by all the deities, superior to all, 
the provider of moksha, the one who can be reached through 
upaasana. In the case of aanandamaya, he is described, through 
the words “sokaamayata” etc, as the one who created the world 
just by a thought, one who is staying in everyone and the subject 
matter of that study which leads to moksha. 


The reason for him being the regulator and energizer of the entire 
universe is explained through the words “ko hyevaanyaat..” 
wherein it is said, had this aakaasha (here Vishnu is called by the 
name aakaasha) not been an embodiment of pleasure, who else 
could have regulated this universe? In the subsequent part of the 
upanishat that is describing “annamaya” etc, it says the one who 
has known Brahma would enter the supreme. Since annamaya etc 
are referred to as Brahma as shown earlier, it would mean that the 
one who has known annamaya etc would enter the supreme. This 
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fact is reinforced with the statements like “etam annamayam 
aatmaanam upasankraamati — he would enter this God known as 
annamaya”’. 


All these qualities as described for annamaya etc are specific to 
Vishnu and they are like descriptions of the qualities of satyam, 
jnaanam and anantam with which vedas describe Brahma. Hence 
the entire of the discussion in the upanishat is on Brahma (brahma 
prakaranam — chapter dealing with Brahma). 
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This conclusion that the discussion is on Brahma and that 
aanandamaya etc speak of him only has a support from the Bhrigu 
valli of the same taittireeya Upanishat, where these aspect are 
explained through a conversation between the sage Bhrigu and his 
father Varuna, the deity. This fact is also made clear by another 
script that says “The text that begins with shanno mitra and 
concludes with the mention of prayers to Janaardana, by those 
who have achieved moksha (etat saama gaayan aaste) are all in 
the praise of Hari”. The reference of the beginning and end clearly 
indicates it to be taittireeya Upanishat and this is where annamaya 
etc are described. Hence the said names refer to Brahma alone. 
This apart, the scripts quoted in Bhaashya make it clear that the 
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words “Brahma” and “aatma” mean Vishnu alone. The fact that 
this interpretation is supported by the bhrigu valli section of 
taittireeya upanishat is well explained in the original texts (Sootra 
Bhaashya and commentary on the said upanishat). 


The objection that the suffix “maya”, signifying changes does not 
fit in Vishnu is not true. For, the said suffix speaks of the 
abundance of the referred qualities of pleasure etc in Vishnu vis-a- 
vis that of Jeevas who are characterized by the qualities of limited 
pleasure etc. The script says “The way the higher proportion of one 
aspect vis-a-vis that of others in the same object signifies the 
meaning of maya, it also does so when it refers to the same aspect 
being in higher proportion in one object vis-a-vis other objects”. 


The expressions “anya” (different), “antara” (inside) and 
“shareeritva” (having a body) referred to in the poorvapaksha, 
above indicating the fact of annamaya etc being different from one 
another and one sitting inside the other etc, speak of the koshas 
(shells) in which these forms annamaya, manomaya etc are 
staying. Brahma has many forms and though they are not different 
from him or amongst themselves, they act like different on account 
of “vishesha” in them. This fact is made clear in the scripts 
“ananyopi anya shabdena” etc and hence have no contradiction. 
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What then would happen to the usage “sa vaa esha purusha..- the 
same purusha” referring to the bodies (by the name purusha) if the 
names annamaya etc are referring to the forms of Brahma? 


[The context here is, the previous statements of the said upanishat 
speaks of aakasha taking birth from aatma, vaayu from aakaasha, 
agni from vaayu, aapa from agni, prithivi from agni, oshadhee 
from prithivi, anna from oshadhee and purusha from anna. Then it 
says, the same purusha is annarasamayah and describes this 
annamaya. If annamaya is not to be considered as the physical 
body, then the entire of referred text speaking of a series of 
generations would go for a toss]. 


The answer is, right from the stage “aatmana aakaasha - 
aakaasha taking birth from aatma”, up to the stage of “annaat 
purushah — purusha getting birth from anna”, even Hari (Vishnu) 
moves in the progression with his forms entering aakaasha etc to 
regulate and energize them all. The manifestation of these forms in 
line with the progression is also termed as births, though they are 
just manifestations. The word “purusha” refers to Hari as well and 
hence the reference to it in “the same purusha” refers to Hari. In 
the upcoming sootra “kaaranatvena cha aakaashaadishu..” this 
aspect of Vishnu’s forms in the name of aakaasha etc is explained 
in detail. The word “annarasamayah” instead of “annamaya” 
marks the difference with the inclusion of the component “rasa” 
differentiating it from the physical body. The word “sa — that” in 
“sa vaa esha purusha” also hints at a reference to a distant aspect 
than the immediate preceding one. As otherwise the “annamayah” 
would have sufficed instead of “annarasamaya”. 
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How then do the statements refer to something present in front 
with the words “idam — this”? What is present in front is only the 
physical body. It is simple. When we say “this thigh” by pointing 
at the cloth covering the thigh, the word “this” is never understood 
to refer to the cloth but the underneath thigh alone. Similar is the 
position here. 


Then the last question as to how both aanandamaya and his organ 
brahma be one and the same? Since both are complete in absolute 
terms, they can be one and the same. Both of them being complete 
is explained in the subsequent chapters. Hence there is no 
contradiction in the same person being the whole and. its 
component as well. 


Thus, in view of the supporting evidences in considering all the 
five forms of annamaya etc as Brahma and with no contradictions, 
it becomes evident that all the five names refer to the five forms of 
Brahma in the names of Aniruddha, Pradyumna, Sankarshana, 
Vaasudeva and Naarayana staying in the said shells of annamaya 
e(c. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection that since 
Brahma is only an organ of Aanandamaya and that jijnaasa (as 
told in the first sootra) of Brahma the organ, would not be possible 
without the jijnaasa of the whole Aanandamaya and its resolution. 
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The one who is referred to as “Aanandamaya” in the previous 
chapter has been described in the said upanishat as “adrishye 
anaatme”. These qualities of adrishya etc are said to belong to 
someone who dwells inside — antastha and not Vishnu. Hence even 
aanandamaya is not Vishnu. This chapter deals with this objection 
and hence has the relevance with the previous chapter through an 
objection — aakshepaki sangatih. 


taittireeya Aranyaka text of vedas describes someone as 
“antascharantam ..”, the one who is within everyone, the doer, the 
one who is in moon, who moves in the minds and whom the deities 
do not know even though he is along with them. Thus, the one who 
is inside everyone is described as adrishya — incognizable. When 
the deities also cannot know him, what to say of others. Whether 
this antastha — inhabitant is Vishnu or some one else like the deity 
Indra is the question. 
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Poorvapaksha — antastha is some one like Indra. The vedic text 
that speaks of antastha proceeds to describe him as “Indro raajaa 
jagato eeshe”, indicating that the deity Indra is antastha, “brahm- 
endram-agnim jagatah pratishthaam”, indicating many deities to 
be antasthas, “sapta yunjanti.. — the one associated with seven and 
having a chariot of one wheel”, indicating him to be the deity Sun, 
“apaam netaaram -— the regulating deity of water”, indicating him 
to be the deity Varuna and as “tvashthaaram roopaani 
vikurvantam”, indicating him to be the deity Tvastra. In some 
cases above, there is a specific mention of the names (shruti) and 
in others the deities are described by their unique characteristics 
(linga). Mere linga of Vishnu being adrishya is weaker as 
compared to both linga and shruti available in support of Indra. 
Though the lingas in favour of Vishnu are more in number, Shruti 
stands stronger on account of its inherent nature. So says the script 
“tayoh svabhaavo balavaan — amongst two measures, viz. Being 
strong on account of mulitple instances and being strong on 
account of a natural factor, the natural factor stands stronger”. 
Though the unique qualities (linga) are stronger on account of 
being niravakaasha - non-accommodative in nature, their conflict 
can be handled by considering Indra etc as one with Vishnu, based 
on the shruti and linga available for such deities. By considering 
so, the lingas of Vishnu remain with him as natural and the 
artificially different Indra etc would be the antastha. 
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The multiple lingas of Vishnu as told in vedas like “antah 
samudre..” that speak of him as the one dwelling in the midst of 
ocean, whose semen being the cause of the universe etc and other 
evidences as quoted in Bhaashya are all anavakaasha — rigid and 
specific to him. He is described in vedas as the one dwelling in 
Indra, vaayu, aaditya - “indrasya aatma, vaayor aatmaanam, 
antaraaditye” in the same prakarana — chapter, where he has been 
described as antastha. This clearly indicates him to be different 
from Indra etc (one can stay in another only when both are 
different from each other). Hence he cannot be considered as one 
with Indra etc as contended in poorvapaksha. As for the names — 
Shruti, the qualities etymologically expressed through the names 
are available with Vishnu and hence he is the one who is addressed 
by such names. Eg., The name Indra means the one who regulates 
wealth. This quality is not just available with Vishnu but they are 
so in their primary sense with Vishnu only. If a subordinate holds 
something, it is as good as his superior holding the same. Even in 
this sense, Vishnu is possessing the referred qualities. All these 
words indra etc speak of Vishnu only in their etymologically 
primary sense, as described in vedic text “indram mitram varunam 
agnim aahuh” and by the usage of the learned people. 


As regards the specific lingas like “the one having seven horses 
and a chariot of one wheel”, they need to be understood as 
explained in the sootra “shaastra drishtyaa..” (Ch. 1.1.12). Thus it 
is concluded that Vishnu is antastha. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in handling an objection to the 
conclusion of the previous chapter. 
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This chapter deals with additional doubts over the subject of the 
previous chapter and hence has the sequential relevance with it. 
This also answers the objections over the previous conclusion. 


In its first adhyaaya, Chandogya upanishat narrates a conversation 
between a father and son (king pravaahana and_= shilaka 
respectively) as follows - “asya lokasya kaa gatih — who supports 
this world? Aakaasha does it”. Whether the said Aakaasha is the 
material (bhootaakaasha) space or Vishnu is the question. Since 
the word aakaasha is popularly used to refer space, it should be 
space. This does not conflict linga (the quality of being the 
guardian of the universe), which is specific to Vishnu. For, linga is 
weaker in evidence vis-a-vis shruti (name). Though linga here is 
niravakaasha (specific and rigid) and hence cannot be overridden 
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by shruti as done in the previous chapter, the same cannot be done 
here. For, in the previous chapter, the names Indra etc were 
considered to belong to Vishnu on-account of the said qualities of 
possessing the wealth etc of Indra etc were only because of the 
srace of Vishnu and that the said wealth etc were under the control 
of Vishnu. In the present case, it is not so. Aakaasha, the space is 
jada - an inert object and there can be no grace of Vishnu on an 
inert object. The word aakaasha in its etymological meaning 
means emptiness. This is neither in the control of Vishnu nor is this 
quality available in Vishnu. Had the emptiness been under his 
control or been his quality, the rule in the previous chapter could 
have been applied to say that the word aakaasha speaks of Vishnu. 
That is not there. Thus, though there could be a conclusion that 
antastha is Vishnu based on the availability of quality and control, 
no such conclusion can be drawn here. Hence going by the usage, 
the word aakaasha speaks of material space only. 
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Veda describes aakaasha as parovareeyaan, udgeethah and 
ananta. These qualities are very specific to Vishnu. Let us see how 
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— para means superior. The one who is superior to other deities is 
Indra. Para+(u) = paro is Rudra who is superior to Indra. One 
who is vara, superior to paro is parovara — mukhya praana. Some 
one superior to parovara is parovareeyaan, none other than 
Vishnu. This explanation is had from the script “parasmaat 
uttamam..”. Such supreme individual cannot be space. The word 
udgeetha means the one praised by all — again pointing at Vishnu 
who is at the helm of affairs. The word ananta speaks of 
omnipresence. The material space (environmental space) has an 
outer boundary (beyond which we can find avyaakrita aakaasha — 
the unbridled space) and hence cannot be counted as ananta. Rig 
veda speaks of these qualities as unique to Vishnu through the texts 
“paro maatrayaa tanvaa..”, “vishnor nu kam..”. In view of these 
evidences, the conflicting usage of the word in material spaces has 
to be discarded to conclude that the word aakaasha speaks of 
Vishnu alone. It is not that the etymological meaning of the word 
does not fit in Vishnu, for bhaagavata says “nabho dadaati 
svasataam maargam..” - If space allows a passage to others, it is 
only because of its controller, God. When even chetanas are under 
the control of Vishnu, what to say that the jada (which can neither 
think or act on its own) is under his control as seen in the world. 


Though the etymological meaning of aakaasha - “being empty” 
does not fit in Vishnu, he gets primarily addressed by that name as 
would be explained in the sootra “tadadheenatvaat ..” (Ch.1.4.1) 
and also because of him staying within aakaasha as its regulator as 
described in the script “sarvabhootagunair yuktam..”. 


The benefit of this chapter is in resolving the doubt — “if aakaasha 
were not to be Vishnu but someone else, based on the vedic text 
yadesha aakaash aanando na syaat, even aananda must be some 
one else”. 
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The sequential reference of this chapter with the previous one is on 
account of the following: 


Providing further explanation on the previous conclusion 
Replying to an objection on the previous conclusion 
Going by the sequence as available in the veda. 


Whether the word “praana” as is available in the statement of 
Taittireeya aaranyaka” as “tadvai tvam praanah..” refers to 
mukhya vaayu or Vishnu is the question. Since the usage of the 
word is in mukhya vaayu, it could have been concluded to refer to 
him. By applying the maxim of the previous chapter and using the 
specific quality the said conclusion also have been declared 
invalid. However, such a thing is not possible since the usage of 
the word “praana” is not found in Vishnu and the etymological 
meaning of enabling life is with mukhya vaayu as detailed below: 
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Tat praane prapanna udatishtat — The body got up with the 
entry of praana 
Yat praaptir yat parityaagah — Life is when praana enters 
and it is death when he leaves 
The way the body of a potter causes the making of a pot, air 
being the body of mukhya vaayu is physically seen to be 
responsible for life through anvaya-vyatireka (existence of 
life or otherwise being directly related to the movement of 
air and its absence). 
Thus even the etymological meaning does not fit in Vishnu and 
hence it is only mukhya vaayu who is addressed by the word 
“praana” and not Vishnu. 


The poorvapaksha is thus through 
¢ raising a doubt as above and 
¢ on account of the absence of any niravakaasha linga 
(specific quality) as was available in the previous chapter, 
to assign the meaning of the word “Praana” to Vishnu. 
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In the statement preceding the referred vedic statement “tadvai 
tvam..” that begins with “adbhyah sambhootah” there is a 
description that the referred person has two consorts viz. Hree and 
Lakshmi. This description is so very specific to Vishnu that the 
usage that is contrary to this has to be discarded. After telling “you 
have shree and Lakshmi as wives”, in the subsequent sentence it is 
said “tadvai tvam praanah — the same you is praanah”. Hence the 
statements cannot be considered to refer two different persons. In 
another statement in the same mantra describing him as “bhartaa 
san bhriyamaanah’”, it says “tameva mritryum amritam tam aahuh 
— He is the one who causes death while he himself is immortal”. 
The quality of causing death to all is specific to Vishnu. Going by 
the explanation in the sootra “praanah tathaa anugamaat” (Ch. 
1.1.12), the word Praana speaks of Vishnu alone. The way 
physical air is considered as the body of mukhya praana, mukhya 
praana himself is the body of Vishnu. The relationship between 
vaayu and life — with life existing with the existence of air and not 
so in its absence will also fit in the case of Vishnu since vaayu 
belongs to him and is in his full control. There is also an usage of 
the word “praana” in Vishnu as in the case of “praanasya 
praanam.. - He is the praana of praana”. Thus, both on account of 


the inherent meaning and the usage, the word “praana” speaks of 
Vishnu alone. 


Based on the vedic text “hreeshcha te laksmeeshcha” quoted in 
Bhaashya, it is evident that hree is shree only. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in questioning the conclusion of 
aanandamaya chapter based on the word “mahaan_ bhoga” 
meaning the one full of pleasure as available in the vedic text “tad 
vai tvam praano abhavah mahaanbhogah prajaapateh” which 
refers to praana and its resolution. 
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The sequence of this chapter lies in replying a question on the 
previous chapter’s conclusion and also in the order in which the 
topics are available in the vedic text (aatmana aakaashah 
sambhootah, aakaashaad vaayuh, vaayor agnih..). 


Agni sookta of Rig veda has the following mantra - “vi me karnaa 
patayatah vi chakshur veedam jyotir hridaya aahitam yat. vi me 
manah charati doora aadheeh kimswid vakshyaami ..”. This 
speaks of some “jyoti” being not reachable by ears, eyes, mind etc 
and that it is hidden inside the heart. Whether this jyoti is Agni 
(fire) or Vishnu is the question. 
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Poorvapaksha — The referred jyoti is Agni. That is where the usage 
lies. Though jyothi is known only to drive away the darkness, the 
reference of it being inside the heart (referring to jaatharaagni, the 
heat inside the stomach) and the proximity in usage with the word 
Agni as in “tvaam agne tamasi..” makes it not suitable for 
addressing anything else. 


In the previous chapter, sruti (name spelt in veda), though strong 
by its mature has been sidelined while interpreting the word 
“praana” on account of the non-flexible attribute (niravakaasha 
linga) in favour of Vishnu, we cannot do a similar thing here to 
prevent raising the pooravapaksha to have Agni by the name 
Jyothi. There is a difference. In the case of praana, it did not have 
the support of vaayusookta in favour of praana. Whereas here, the 
word jyothi is appearing in agnisookta, the chapter dealing with 


agni and hence has the support in considering it as referring to 
Agni. 


Sruti “jyothi” speaks of an inert object and that going by the rule 
explained in the earlier chapter “aakashah tallingaat’, it also 
speaks of the deity and of Vishnu based on the rule in the chapter 
“antas taddharmopadeshaat’. Hence it is saavakaasha (flexible). 
This being so, the sookta where it is found also gets considered as 
saavakaasha. Anything that is saavakaasha is weak and cannot 
face an opposition from another, which is niravakaasha, non- 
flexible. Thus, both of them would get barred by a niravakaasha 
linga (attribute) that speaks of jyothi as staying inside the heart, the 
attribute that is specific to Vishnu. This is not true. Even this 
attribute of “staying in cave” can be counted as flexible by 
considering the word “cave” as referring to the stomach where we 
find agni that is responsible for digestion. With the linga being 


saavakaasha, it gets barred by sruti that is supported by prakarana 
(sookta). 
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If the referred sookta were to be considered as belonging to Vishnu 
on the premise that all sooktas speak of him, there would not have 
been an identification that this is agni sookta, this is vaayu sookta 
and so on. Though this aspect is being clarified in the sootra 
“abhivyakteh..” (ch. 1.2.7), the usage that this is not Vishnu sookta 
but is Agni sookta makes it niravakaasha (non-flexible) and hence 
stands in support of considering the word jyothi as speaking of 
Agni and not Vishnu. 
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This jyothi has been described as the one whom the ears cannot 
reach etc (vi me karnaa patayatah..). This attribute of being 
inaccessible to senses and thereby having an unbridled glory is 
very specific to Vishnu. The same is told in Rig Veda as “paro 
maatrayaa tanvaa..”. The etymological meaning of the word 
jyothi, of being luminous also fits in Vishnu. This apart, being the 
primary regulator, he possesses what is held by others — light in the 
present case. He is also addressed by the word jyothi as in 
“taddevaa jyothishaam jyothih). In the upcoming sootra 
“jyothishaikeshaam” in the fourth section of this adhyaaya how the 
word jyothi speaks of Vishnu. The contention that the referred text 
has appeared in agni sookta and not in Vishnu sookta and that the 
usage of the word is not in Vishnu is out of ignorance. Both of 
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these aspects are saavakaasha and as such get invalidated by 
niravakaasha (non-flexible) attributes. Hence both by its inherent 
meaning and by usage, the word jyothi refers to Vishnu alone. 
Hence even the sookta that speaks of jyothi is also of Vishnu. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection to Vishnu 
being aanandamaya based on the attribute of being inside the heart 
as told in “yo veda nihitam guhaayaam..” and a confirmation that it 
is Vishnu only. 
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Chando-abhidhaanaan-neti chenna tathaa cheto-arpana-nigadaat 
tathaa hi darshanam — 11 
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This chapter has a sequential relevance with that of the previous on 
account of questioning the previous conclusion or on account of 
raising a different objection on the previous discussion. 


In the third adhyhaaya of Chandogya upanishat we find a 
Statement “gayatree vaa idam sarvam..” speaking of gaayatree 
being everything and that it is the speech. Whether this gayatree 
means a chandas — the prosody (poetic meter), which is nothing 
but a formation of letters or Vishnu is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — Gaayatree is a type of chandas. That is where the 
usage of the word lies. The attributes of Vishnu found in describing 
gaayatree would not cause any hurdle in accepting this meaning, 
as was found in the earlier case. Had the intent been to describe 
Vishnu, there was no reason to chose gaayatree leaving a good lot 
of his popular names. In the previous case, one instance of sruti in 
the name of jyothi making it popular in agni has been countered by 
the attributes of Vishnu. Here, there are many vedic statements like 

“vaag vai gaayatree”, “yeyam prithivee” that pose an objection for 
considering Vishnu. There is also no usage of the word “gayatree” 
in Vishnu. The inherent meaning of the word is secondary vis-a-vis 
the usage and hence not supportive. Since gaayatree is a part of 
veda, it is eternal in existence. Anything that is eternal in existence 
is not under anyone’s control. Hence the word “gaayatree” cannot 
even be considered as speaking of Vishnu on account of him being 
its master by applying the logic of sootra “tadadheenatvaat..” 
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(Ch.1.4.1). On account of the aforesaid reasons, even the 
conclusion of the previous chapter that the word jyothi speaks of 
Vishnu is not correct. The Upanishat that is speaking of “gayatree 
vaa idam sarvam” in its subsequent sentences says “atha yad atah 
paro divo jyotir deepyate”, describing the positioning of jyothi as 
beyond gaayatree, which is in dyu loka (heaven). Hence gaayatree 
cannot be Vishnu. The word “jyothi” that was concluded as Vishnu 
in the previous chapter cannot counter the multiple vedic 
expressions quoted above. In fact, the said word tends to speak of 
gaayatree as can be seen in “tejo vai brahmavarchasam gaayatree” 
where the word tejah that is spoken as gaayatree is a synonym of 
jyothi. Basing on this, we can consider that the word “jyothi” 
referenced in the previous chapter also speaks of gaayatree. 


Another aspect is - even if the earlier jyothi is considered as 
Vishnu, it is said to be within dyu based on “tripaadasyaamritam 
divi — three parts of it stays in the eternal dyu”. This jyothi is again 
considered as gaayatree. However, there is another jyothi that is 
different and is staying beyond dyu. Though the earlier jyothi is 
considered as Vishnu because of his attributes of being beyond the 
reach of senses, this jyothi that is said to be beyond dyu cannot be 
him. This later jyothi is described as seen, heard etc and hence 


cannot be Vishnu. Hence the word “jyothi’ does not address 
Vishnu. 
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The same chandogya upanishat that said “gaayatree vaa idam 
sarvam..” (3.12.1) describes this gayatree as purusha as in “tato 
jyaanscha_ purushah..” (3.12.6), as brahma as in “yadvai tad 
brahma” (3.12.7) and “etamevam brahma upanishadam veda” 
(3.11.3). Both these names refer to Vishnu. The etymological 
meaning of gaayati traayati — one who sings the entire of vedas 
and protects them speaks of the unique character of Vishnu. The 
said upanishat describes the entire of universe as a quarter of 
gaayatri (3.12.6), which again is the attribute of Vishnu. It also 
says “etameva naatisheeyante” (3.12.2-3) indicating it to be the 
supreme — a quality that is unique to Vishnu. The contention that 
there is no purpose in picking up some name that is not in use for 
Vishnu while scores of specific names exists has no purpose is ill 
founded. For, the name Gaayatree is picked up to describe his 
qualities through its etymological meaning to support upaasana 
(meditation). The popular meaning of the word “gayatree” need to 
be discarded in view of several vedic texts and attributes going 
against it. 


By describing him as gaayati and trayati through the etymological 
meaning of the word, superiority of vedic meaning over ajna 
roodhi (common man’s usage) is counted in support of the word 
for Vishnu. The way the inherent qualities of an individual are 
under his control in spite of them being anaadi - eternally existent, 
even considering the word to speak of a prosody that is eternal, it 
speaks of its controller, Vishnu as per the rule in sootra 
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“tadaadheena..”. The fact that even eternally existent things are 
also under the control of Vishnu is clearly described in the script 
“svabhaava-jeeva-karmaani..”. Going by the mahaayoga — the 
primary individual having the etymological meaning of the word 
and by the usage in puraanas, the word gaayatree speaks of 
Vishnu only. So is the case with the earlier jyothi. 


The contradiction that Vishnu is staying inside dyu and that jyothi 
is staying beyond dyu does not exist. For, he is said to stay beyond 
dyu when the worlds are classified in to seven and he is inside dyu 
when the worlds are classified as three. Similarly, being visible and 
not visible also suit him with reference to his forms. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection on jyothi 
being considered as speaking of Vishnu and its resolution. Another 
benefit is questioning the attribute of Vishnu being the mentor of 
everything as indicated in the sootra “janmaadyasya yatah” based 
on the statement “asyaam hi idam sarvam pratishtitam” referring 


to gaayatri and its resolution through a confirmation that gaayatri 
is nothing but Vishnu. 
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The poorvapaksha of this chapter is formed based on the available 
multiple srutis (vedic expression) and linga (attributes) and on the 
rule established in the previous sootra. Hence this has a sequence 
of exception with the previous chapter. 


Whether “Praana” as found in many places in Aithareya 
upanishat, like “taa vaa etaah ...chakshuh srotram mano vaak 
praanah”, refers to Mukhyavaayu (the deity responsible for life 
and activities) or Vishnu is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — The word “Praana” refers to Vaayu, Indra and 
Jeeva. There are many vedic expressions and attributes described 
for Praana that fit into these persons. Let us have a look at them - 
¢« Praana is counted along with chakshuh etc — eyes, ears, 
mind and speech. The said upanishat narrates an event 
where these deities (in charge of the functionalities of eyes, 
ears etc) had an argument wherein each one said he is 
superior to others. Then an experiment was done to test 
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their superiority. In that, each one of them left the body one 
after another. The body became blind, deaf etc but did not 
fall. When Praana left the body, it fell. Similarly, when 
each one of them entered the body, the body did not get up 
but did so when Praana entered the same. The above 
narration makes it clear that Praana is Mukhyavaayu. The 
associated vedic expressions also stand in support of this. 
The same upanishat describes Praana as “tam yat shatam 
varshaani abhyaarchat” indicating a hundred years of life. 
It also says “praano vamshe iti sthavirah..” wherein it 
narrates the senses like eyes, ears, mind, speech are staying 
in praana. These descriptions indicate that praana is jeeva. 
This upanishat also narrates a conversation where Indra 
says “praano vaa ahamasmi rishe — O sage! I am praana”, 
Prior to this, it explains how Indra became great by killing 
the demon VWritra and after performing the yajna called 
mahaavrata. Thus the reference to name “Indra” is specific 
and he himself says that he is Praana. The specific 
attributes of Indra and the expression “I am” make it clear 
that Praana is Indra. 


The above descriptions cannot be attributed to Vishnu. 
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Let us have a look at how praana has been described in the said 


upanishat - 
¢« He is Brahma and Satya - “etat brahma etat satyam”, “tam 
prapadaabhyaam praapadyat”, “brahmemam purusham” 
Devopadeshyatva — Subject of the discourses of deities - 


“tam devaah praanayante — the deities teach his glory to 


others” 

Bhootiriti devopaasyatva — Deities doing his upaasana 
considering him as prosperous - “tam bhootiriti devaa 
upaasaam chakrire”’. 

Subject matter of all vedas - “sarve veda yatpadam 
agamananti” 


Dwelling in Sun - “praano hyesha tapati” 
Sarvaantaryaami — dwelling in everyone - “praanastvam 
praanah sarvaani bhootaani” 


Sarva vyaapitva — spread everywhere - “sarvaani 
bhootaani  aapipeelikaabhyah  praanena _ brihatyaa 
vishthabhdaani” 


All these descriptions and the descriptions in the quotes provided 
in Bhaashya are specific to Vishnu and are in larger number vis-a- 
vis the srutis quoted in poorvapaksha. This apart, those srutis are 
accommodative to allow reference to the one who is dwelling 
inside the individuals to whom they are apparently pointing at. 
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In the anecdote referred in poorvapaksha, it is said that the 
experiment was done in the body of chaturmukha. The question 
now is whether Chaturmukha and Vishnu stayed there in that body 
or not. If they were staying and the body fell with the exit of 
vaayu, it would mean vaayu as superior to them both. If they did 
not stay there, it would not be considered as chaturmukha’s body 
and in the absence of Vishnu, it would not have got up even after 
the entry of Vaayu. This question is answered by the quotation 
provided by Acharya in his commentary on Brihadaaranyaka 
upanishat, where a similar narration exists. Both of them were 
present but they stayed neutral without influencing the effect of 
exit and entry of deities. 


As regards the statement of Indra “I am praana”, the expression “I 
am” refers to the one dwelling in him as could be seen in a similar 
expression “aham manurabhavam_ sooryascha” spoken _ by 
Vaamadeva and also as evidenced in script “sarvaantaryaamiko 
vishnuh sarvanaamna-abhidheeyate, eshoham tvamasou cha - 
Vishnu stays inside everyone and is addressed by all names 


including those like eshah — this one, aham - me, tvam - you, asou 
—he”. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection on the 
conclusion of the chapter “ata eva praanah” and its resolution. 
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After thus showing that the infinite names appearing in vedas 
speak of Vishnu on the basis of the descriptions available in the 
respective expressions, this section now deals with disputes in 
synchronizing the linga, attributes in favour of Vishnu. 
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There is no need to verify the sequential reference between the last 
chapter of the previous section and the first chapter of the next 
section. If sought to know, it is available here in the form of an 
objection to the previous conclusion. 


Aithareya aaranyaka starts its 3 chapter (of its 2"’ adhyaaya of 3" 
Ghatta) with the statement “chatvaarah purushaa iti baadhva - 
vaayu says there are four purushas — shareera, chanda, veda and 
mahaa”. In the said chapter, it starts a discussion with “tasya 
etasya asou aadityo rasah”. It then says this person is discussed at 
length. He is considered as present in uktha, in agni, in 
mahaavrata, in prithivi, in dyu, in vaayu, in aakaasha, in oshadhi 
(trees), in vanaspathi (herbs), in moon, in stars and in all living 
beings. He is then named as Brahama. Whether the aforesaid 


person who is dwelling in everything is aaditya and jeeva or 
Vishnu is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — The person referred to as dwelling in everything is 
aaditya, for 


The one who is addressed as “aaditya” multiple times, is 
the one who is referenced with the word “etam - him” in 


“etam chandramasi, etam agnou etc — him in moon, him in 
fire etc” 
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He has been referred to as the essence of “year” through the 
words “asou aadityo rasah’, after speaking about the year. 
Soorya sookta beginning with “chitram devaanaam” says 
“soorya aatmaa jagatah — soorya dwells in everything of 
the world”. 

While the quoted vedic text says him to be dwelling in 
agni, vaayu, chandra etc, it does not say him to be in 
aaditya. 


The one dwelling in everything could be jeeva. For 

¢« He is being described as chakshurmaya, shrotramaya etc 
indicating the existence of a relationship with the sense 
organs of eyes, ears etc. These are characteristics of jeeva. 
He is described as staying inside bhootas. This implies that 
he is not outside of them. This quality of staying in small 
places is specific to jeeva 
In the subsequent sentences, he is referred to as “etat — 
this”. Such an expression is possible only for those who are 
in the physical proximity. It can only be jeeva. 


Hence the person referred to as dwelling within everything is jeeva 
and not Vishnu, for the sruti and linga presented above do not fit in 
for him. If he were to be in everyone, he would be experiencing the 
pains and pleasures of all of them. 


fara il wa sacaraad sft saegeeer "aed Fa wa 
Hd (Aer. 3.) scorel fast uftacag | oreerestemer— 
TTY fwonsareqenees UMA VAIO, Wace 
gaa Feels Weed | A alsalsayetsndlssd 
TUARRIRA |= IRRTcaefersT WT ATC 
“Seq ether dyes” (4. ALqo-20) sff 
CARI Use | Macey 6d = yorafaReare: 


64 ll 36 dar Wren 3s 9 Il 


earragard: | HTT aehoreraietcaret | PPTs areata 
wR "WS" ge feces: 
meRrieracaiemragyacaerny Pid seer saya 

paalasaad a adanadiec ak mmes cael 


Uday feasopate 
wel G Asda snfecafensa arafedaeru fasoioreaa 


URNA Ta ATV (¥. 2-8-3) sft ydHafrctascam—- 
AREA TAH AS yaaa it 4 


The word Brahma as found in “etameva brahmetyaachakshate” is 
well known to point at Vishnu as can be seen in “tadeva brahma 
paramam kaveenaam” etc. Out of the several meanings for the 
word “Brahma”, those like “jaati” are secondary and only Vishnu 
is the primary meaning. We need to take the primary meaning only 
here in the statement “etameva brahmetyaachakshate” in view of 
the word “eva” that eliminates others. This apart, in the following 
sentence, this brahma is described as “yo ato ashruto” etc, the one 
who is spread everywhere and cannot be understood through 
listening etc. These qualities are specific to Vishnu. Bhagavad 
Geeta also says similarly - “aham aatmaa_ gudaakesha 
sarvabhootashaya-sthitah” where Krishna says that he stays in 
everyone controlling them. The vedic expression “samvatsaro vai 
prajaapatih” states that Chaturmukha is samvatsara — year. Vishnu 
is his essence. On account of being the regulator and staying within 
aaditya, he is aaditya as per the rule in sootra “antastad-dharm- 
opadeshaat”. Since he is omnipresent, though he is present 
everywhere, he is also present in small areas, the way it is true for 
space. The expression “sarveshu bhooteshu” is meant for doing 
upaasana of that quality of Vishnu. The objection that if he were to 


UreargATatet: merreae facta: ure: 65 


stay in all jeevas, he would have to experience their pleasures and 
pains is unfounded. For, he avoids it on account of his 
extraordinary capabilities. The expression “sarveshu bhooteshu” 
also means that he stays in aaditya as well. As for the expressions 
like “chakshurmaya” etc, they fit in him on account of him being 
their master. The atomic sized jeeva or aaditya cannot be 
omnipresent and hence the contention of them being referred to by 
the word “aaditya” is invalid. 


Hence the one who is stated to be within everything like prithivi is 
Vishnu only. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in resolving the contention that 
“bhooteshu etameva” refers to aaditya being in everyone, making 
it appear like Vishnu stays elsewhere than in jeevas and that the 
conclusion in the previous chapter that Vishnu is omnipresent 
based on the vedic script “brahma tatamam apashyat”. 
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Since this chapter raises a different query on the conclusion of the 
previous chapter, it has the sequential reference with it in the form 
of a reply. 


Brihadaaranyaka upanishat has a narration “sa yadyadeva asrijat, 
tat tat attum adhriyata, sarvam vaa atti iti tad aditer adititvam - 
Whatever did it create, it decided to eat it all. Since it eats 
everything, it is called aditi”. Whether this Aditi, described as all- 
eater, is the mother of deities or Vishnu is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — Aditi refers to the mother of deities. For, the vedic 
text names her and describes her as the one who eats everything. 
Earlier, while discussing the sootra “antastad-dharmopadeshaat” 
the subject of reference was picked up from taittireeya aaranyaka. 
The word savitr, which is a synonym of aaditya, appearing there 
was shown to address Vishnu on the basis of him being the one 
dwelling in everyone and being the controller of the thing where he 
Stays. Such a thing is not possible here in view of sruti (“aditi”) 
being non-accommodative. Even the all-eater linga does not fit it 
Vishnu on account of him being described as the one who does not 
eat anything in the vedic text “anasnan anyat abhichaakasheeti”. 
Thus there are two non-accommodative indicators of sruti and 
linga. Even if sruti is considered as accommodative based on the 
rule in sootra “antastad-dharmopadeshaat” it stands here as non- 
accommodative on account of the support from a _ non- 
accommodative linga. 
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The description “sarvam vaa atti — eats everything” typically fits 
only in Vishnu on account of various sruti and smriti like 
“yamapyeti bhuvanam saamparaaye — in whom the entire of 
bhuvana, the universe enters at the time of pralaya — a total 
holocaust”, “srashtaa paataa thathaiva attaa — he is the creator, 
protector and destroyer”. Hence it is him where the true 
etymological description of the word aditi fits in. Hence both sruti 
and linga of the word “aditi” are accommodative of Vishnu. The 
referred expression describing aditi falls under brahma prakarana 
which goes as “naiveha kinchana..” describing brahma. Hence the 
one referred to by the word aditi is Vishnu alone. As regards the 
objection that Vishnu is described as the one who does not eat 
anything, it will be resolved (in the chapter dyu-bhvaady- 
aayatanam..). 


When the word aditi is considered as speaking of the mother of 
deities on the basis of sruti and linga, its meaning of all-eater also 
gets restricted only to that, which she can eat. With this, those 
things that aditi could not eat only would fall into the ambit of 
Vishnu for destruction. Thus the quality of all-destructor stated as 
unique to Vishnu finds a limitation and with that limitation, it also 
gets fit in aditi ~ hence ativyaapti (the uniqueness getting diluted 
with some one else also qualifying for the attribute) or going by the 
vedic expression, it could mean aditi only as the ultimate 
destructor of everything. The benefit of this chapter lies in 
resolving the above conflict. 
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While the previous chapter dealt with eating of everything, this 
chapter deals with eating the results of karma. Hence has the 
sequential reference with the previous chapter. “Eating”, 
“drinking” etc here means enjoying / suffering the pleasures and 


pains. This “eating” etc is referred to as bhoga (consumption) 
hereunder. 


In the third valli (division) of kaathaka upanishat, we find a 
Statement “ritam pibantou sukritasya loke guhaam pravishtou - 
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There are two individuals in the cave, both of whom are drinking 
the good”. Whether these two who are described as consuming the 
results of karma are jeeva and eeshwara or just two forms of 
eeshwara only is the question. 


The expression “pibantou” speaks of two persons. Since Vishnu is 
a single person in whom multiplicity has no room, he cannot be 
considered as the subject of the referred vedic expression. This 
apart, Vishnu has no binding of karma and hence cannot be 
considered as someone consuming the results of karma. Hence the 
two individuals should be considered as Jeeva and Vishnu. Though 
Vishnu does not consume the results of karma, he is counted along 
with Jeeva (who consumes the same). This is similar to calling two 
persons under an umbrella as chatri (holding umbrella) while only 
one of them is holding it. 


In the referred statement, the two are said be residing in the cave of 
heart. This attribute is known only for Vishnu as can be seen 
through the texts “yo veda nihitam guhaayaam..” and “guhaahitam 
gahvareshtham puraanam” etc. In the succeeding sentence 
kaathaka upanishat says “yah setur eejaanaanaam aksharam 
brahma tat param, abhayam titeershataam paaram” describing the 
one in the cave of heart as not just Brahma but param brahma and 
also refers him as setu. It is known through the vedic statements 
like “esha setur vidhritih” that the one who is described as setu and 
the one who is abhaya (fearless and the one removes fear from 
others) is Vishnu alone. The objection that Vishnu being one cannot 
be considered as the subject of the referred statement that speaks of 
two persons is also not correct. For, Brihatsamhita says “aatmaa 
antaraatmaa iti harir eka eva dwidhaa sthitah — The single hari 
stays as both aatmaa and antaraatmaa”. Though Vishnu is one, he 
stays with his two forms and hence is counted as two. Paadma 
puraana says “shubham pibatyasou nityam naashubham sa harih 
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pibet — Hari consumes only the good at all times but never the bad 
ones” thus confirming consumption by Vishnu. Hence him not 
taking the results of karma does not pose an opposition for Vishnu 
consuming the benefits. The vedic statement speaking of not 
consuming anything speaks of him as not consuming the bad 
things alone. Hence the two individuals referred to as consuming 
the good results are two forms of Vishnu only 


The benefit of this chapter lies in clearing the objection over the 
conclusion of the previous chapter on Vishnu being the all-eater. 
Further details in the matter can be seen in chandrika (Tatparya 
chandrika written by Sri Vyaasaraja swamiji). 
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There is one person who is described as “abhaya” and he is said to 
be staying in the eyes. If this abhaya is not Vishnu, then it follows 
that the one who is referred to as abhaya in the previous chapter ( 
brahma tat param, abhayam) would also be not Vishnu. Since this 
chapter deals with the said objection on the conclusion of previous 
chapter, it has a sequence of objection with the previous chapter. 


In the fourth chapter of Chandogya upanishat we get to hear “ya 
esho antarakshini purusho drishyate esha aatma iti hovaacha 
etadamritam abhayam etad brahma — The person who is seen in 
the eyes is aatma. He is amrita, abhaya and brahma”. Whether this 
resident aatma is the deity agni or Vishnu is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — He is the deity agni. For, gaarhapatya agni (one 
of the fires in a yajna — the name also refers to the deity controlling 
the said fire) says “that person who stays in Sun is me”. As could 
be known from the vedic text like “aadhityah chakshur bhootvaa”, 
the regulating deity for eyes and Sun is one and the same. Thus it 
transpires that the deity residing in eyes is agni. The chapter where 
the referred text is seen also has many statements like “atha ha 
agnayah samoodire” indicating that the subject matter of that 
chapter is the deity agni. 


It should not be said that the one who is staying in the Sun is 
Vishnu and not Agni based on the matching expression in 
taittireeya Upanishat “The one who is in men and the one who is 
in Sun are one and the same”. For, this is barred by the repetitive 
expression of agni “so aham asmi, sa eva ahamasmi — He is me, 
He is me alone”. This apart, the expressions of the benefits of 
shredding the sins and attaining moksha also stand in support of 
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considering the person as Agni and oppose considering the 
meaning as Vishnu on account of it being apoorva (extraordinary). 
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The one staying in Sun is described as the one who is immortal. 
Whereas Agni is said to be meeting death “parimriyante vidyut 
vrishthih chandramaa aadityo agnih — the deities of lightning, rain, 
moon, Sun and Agni will all die”. Another expression says Agni 
burns out of fear. Hence Agni cannot be the one who is in the Sun. 
The words “Brahma” and “aatma” used to describe the one in Sun 
have an exclusive reference to Vishnu. The description that on 
account of the presence of this person in the eyes, anything falling 
on the eyes, butter or water, slips away but does not enter the eyes 
and the description that on account of his presence in the eyes, 
women look beautiful and men majestic, do indicate him to be 
Vishnu. The chapter (Chandogya Upanishat — 4-15) in which these 
expressions are appearing pertain to Brahma as can be seen from 
other expressions thereat like “kam brahma, kham brahma’. This 
also stands in support of considering him to be Vishnu. In the same 
chapter at the conclusion, it is said “sa enaan brahma gamayati - 
he will send these jeevas (who have practiced this vidya) to 
Brahma”. This also confirms the subject being Brahma and not 
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Agni. Those who practice a particular vidya would get only its 
relevant deity and not others. If someone is getting Brahma by 
practicing this vidya, it clearly means that the subject of this vidya 
is Brahma. Sometimes, it so happens that a chapter will be 
discussing one deity or aspect and incidentally it speaks of others 
as well. No such thing is found here in this chapter to infer Agni 
being referred to here. 


Well, the statement of Agni that he is himself the one who is 
staying in the eyes would only mean a reference to the one who is 
staying within him and regulating him — Vishnu. This meaning can 
be derived from the maxims explained in the chapter 
“pranastathaa anugamaat’. The repetitive expressions and the 
expression of the benefit are all referring to the one who is staying 
in Agni. Agni being a jeeva, cannot be an independent regulator. If 
that were to be, Agni should also be having another jeeva as his 
regulator on account of himself being a jeeva and the chain would 
g0 open ended (Defect of Anavasthaa). Hence it is only the 
independent Vishnu who stays in eyes and Sun and regulates them 
all. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in resolving the doubt that if the one 
who is staying in eyes is not Vishnu the one described in the earlier 
chapter “aanandamayo abhyaasaat’, as the one staying in Sun, 
should also be someone other than Vishnu. 
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This chapter questions the validity of the conclusion of the 
previous chapter for the reason of “amritatva” (one being amrita - 
immortal) and hence has the sequence of objection. In the 5" 
adhyaaya of Brihadaaranyaka upanishat, we find a statement 
“esha ta aatmaa antaryaamyamritah” referring to the one dwelling 
in everything as amrita. Whether this person is prakriti (the inert 
material and its regulating deity), jeeva or Vishnu is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — The referred person is Prakriti (the basic matter). 
The referred upanishat' describes the one who _ is 
“antaryaamyamritah” as having prithivi (earth) as his body (yasya 
prithivi shareeram). This description fits in Prakriti that is the raw 
material (upaadaana kaarana) for everything. The word 
“shareeram” can also be taken to mean swaroopa (ones nature) as 
is found in the usage “poorvapakshasya shareeram — the substance 
of poorvapaksha). There is another reason — the rule vyaaptam 
kaaryeshu kaaranam (the cause remains spread across its effect) 
also indicates the presence of prakriti in everything derived out of 
it. Though it is said that the cause and effect are no different, their 
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relationship (bhedaabheda) supports the cause being considered as 
staying in its effect. Since the effect is dependent on its cause, even 
the vedic expression “yah prithivyaam antaro yamayati — the one 
who regulates prithivi from within” also fits in. The term regulates 
should be taken here as gouna — symbolic (on account of the inert 
prithivi being incapable of regulating anybody). 


The words prithivi etc can also be taken to mean their respective 
regulating deities. After all, the referred prithivi etc are but the 
physical bodies of the respective deities. Hence the one referred to 
as amrita is prithivi etc and not Vishnu, who is referred to as the 
one staying in the eyes in the last chapter. 
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The referred upanishat that describes the one staying in everything 
as amrita explains him as the one who is not knowable by prithivi 
- the one who cannot be known fully by prithivi (its deity). The 
word antara means the one who enjoys without the need of 
anything external. This quality is unique to Vishnu as can be seen 
in the vedic texts “na te vishno jaayamanah”, “sa yo ato ashruto 


@ 
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agato..” etc. Since prithivi etc are inert objects, it is irrelevant to 
speak of prithivi, the inert matter knowing or not knowing anyone. 
Hence their respective deities are to be considered here by the said 
names of prithivi etc. 


The reference that prithivi is his shareera — the word which would 
ordinarily mean a body is to be understood differently. The word 
Shareera can also mean the one that gets destroyed by someone. 
Prithivi is his shareera means it is the one that gets destroyed by 
him (Vishnu). Another, but secondary meaning of shareera is that it 
is something that is under his control. This also suits well. Hence 


there is no difficulty in interpreting the statement “prithivi is his 
shareera”. 


Since the qualities that are specific to prakriti and jeeva like 
“being a formation of the three qualities (of satva, rajas and 
tamas)” and “being bound to samsaara (the cycle of births and 
deaths)” are not mentioned here and that the description “ya 
aatmano antarah vijnaanaad antaro viviktah”, makes it clear the 
referred person dwelling in jeeva as his regulator is different from 


jeeva. Thus the said regulator is none other than Vishnu and that he 
is the one who is immortal. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in resolving the objection of the 
poorvapaksha. 
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This chapter questions having “unknowable” as the hetu, the 
reason in the logic used in the previous chapter with the words 
“yam prithivi na veda”. Hence has the sequential reference of 
objection with the previous chapter. 


A description in Mundakopanishat begins with “dve vidye 
veditavye — there are two vidyas to be learnt” and later says “yat 
tad adreshyam agraahyam..” meaning that this universe is created 
by the one named akshara who cannot be known. Whether this 
akshara is anyone amongst chitprakriti (goddess Lakshmi), 
achitprakriti (inert matter), virinchi (chaturmukha brahma) and 
Rudra or Vishnu is the question. 


One poorvapaksha says this creator of the universe is core inert 
matter, for this is the one that forms the raw material as explained 
with the uncontested illustration of how plants grow from the 
earth. Since the raw material goes into the creation, there is no 
contradiction in considering the core inert matter as staying within 
the universe. The statement “aksharaat sambhavateeha vishwam — 
this universe is created by akshara” also fits in as the core material 
is goes into the formation of the universe. Hence the core matter is 
the creator of this universe. 
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The name “akshara” refers to goddess Lakshmi as could be seen 
from the expression “koothasthokshara uchyate” in Bhagavad 
Geeta. She is also the regulating deity of the inert matter and hence 
gets referred to by that name. Hence when core matter is referred 
to as the raw material, it also refers to its regulating deity Lakshmi. 
Hence Lakshmi is the creator of the universe. The chapter where 
the subject of creation has been discussed in the referred upanishat, 
has a mention “sa brahmavidyaam” referring to Chaturmukha with 
the word Brahma and has a statement “kartaaram eesham” in its 
concluding part referring to eesha — rudra. Hence either of them 
can be counted as creator of the universe. The reference of akshara 
does not lead to consider the creator as Vishnu. For, Vishnu is 
referred to as “aksharaat paratah parah — He is superior to the one 
who is superior to akshara”. Vishnu cannot be considered by the 
name “akshara”, that is counted as two levels inferior to the 
supreme. By this, the argument that the expression “aksharaat 
sambhavateeha vishwam” speaks only of a generic cause is also 
discarded. When Lakshmi is referred to by the name “akshara’”, the 
one referred to as akshara in “aksharaat paratah’” is to be 
interpreted to mean “paratah” as a qualifier to “aksharaat” 
meaning “superior to akshara, the superior Lakshmi”. In other 
cases like Chaturmukha, it would be “superior to the one who is 
superior to akshara, Chaturmukha”. 
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The one described as having the qualities of non-knowability and 
as superior to the superiors is none other than Vishnu for the 
following reasons: 


He has been stated as the subject matter of the sacred texts 
of Rigveda etc in various sruti and smritis like “atha paraa 
yayaa sa harirveditavyah” and “saa vidyaa tan-matir- 
mama”. 

He has been described as the one having pure color in the 
vedas as “yadaa pashyah pashyate rugmavarnam” while 
others have admixture of colors “vimishrena 
vyamishrayat”’. 

The one referred to as akhsara in the statement “aksharaat 
paratah parah — He is superior to the one who is superior 
to akshara” is a different entity and hence does not pose 
any contradiction. 

The illustration of plants growing from earth has a limited 
scope of explaining the cause and not the specificity of 
being the raw material. 
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The words “brahma”, “eesha” speak of Vishnu in their 
primary sense. 

The inert matter has no intelligence and hence does not fit 
into the description of being sarvajna — omniscient. 
Chaturmukha Brahma and Rudra are described as different 
from akshara through the statements “tasmaadetad brahma 
naama-roopam-annam cha jaayate”, “jushtham yadaa 
pashaty-anyam-eesham” etc. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising a doubt on whether the 
one described as adrishya and aanandamaya is Vishnu or not and 
its resolution. 
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This chapter questions the attribute “omnipresence” as arising out 
of the many qualities described in the previous chapter incidental 
to the attribute of being adrishya — unknowable. Hence this has a 
sequence of objection with the previous chapter. 


In the fifth adhyaaya of Chandogya upanishat we find 
“qbhivimaanam aatmaanam vaishvaanaram upaaste” and in the 
seventh adhyaaya of Brihadaaranyaka Upanishat “ayam agnir 
vaishwaanaro yo ayam antah purushe..” and in the Rig Veda 
“vaishwaanaram rita aajaatamagnim”. Whether the one referred 
to as Vaishwaanara in all these places is Agni, the deity in charge 
of the physical fire or Vishnu is the question. 


The referred Vaishwaanara is considered as part of homa 
(sacrificial fire) in the form of gaarhapatya (one of the multiple 
fires in a yajna) etc in Chandogya upanishat and as the one who 
causes digestion in Brihadaaranyaka upanishat. It would 
contradict the usage if we are to consider this Vaishwaanara to be 
Vishnu. If the one appearing in Vishwaanara vidya (section dealing 
with Vaishwaanara) is to be considered as Vishnu and 
consequently the said Vidya as pertaining to him, then on the same 
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logic every Vidya should get counted as of Vishnu and there should 
not have been different identifications as “this is agni vidya”, “this 
is varuna vidya” and “this is some other vidya”. Hence 
Vaishwaanara should mean either the physical fire or its deity. In 
view of the siddhaanta providing linga (indicators) and 
samaakhyaa (matching descriptions in other texts) in favor 
Vaishwaanara being considered as Vishnu and though they are in 
large numbers and are niravakaasha (non-accomadative) it can be 
said that there cannot be a conclusion that Vaishwaanara is Agni 
alone. However, since sruti (vedic expression) is considered as the 
most powerful of the indicators and it is in favour of Agni. If there 
can be no conclusion on Vaishwaanara, who is described as 
abhivimaanam (the one who has no bounds — omnipresent), then 
the earlier conclusion of akshara who is also described as 
omnipresent being Vishnu would also go for a toss. 
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The word Vaishwaanara speaks of Vishnu alone, for: 
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The text speaking of Vaishwaanara speaks of him to be 
aatma, the expression that suits Vishnu alone. (sruti) 

The description of him being abhivimaanam — omnipresent 
is a Clear linga, indication of Vishnu. (linga) 

Krishna himself says that he digests the food consumed by 
all by being Vaishwaanara in Bhagavad Geeta. 
(samaakhya) 

The referred Vaishwaanara vidya begins with “ko na 
aatmaa kim brahma” and hence it is Brahma prakarana 
(section dealing with Brahma). (prakaranam) 

This vaishwaanara vidya speaks of Vaishwaanara as 
having “moordhaiva sutejaah” that has a similar meaning 
with what is expressed in purusha sookta as “sheershnou 
dyouh samavartata” - the head being the creator of dyuloka 
and that purusha sookta speaks of Vishnu alone is 
uncontested. 


The words Vaishwaanarana etc and the linga indicating agni are 
all saavakaasha referring to Vishnu as well and are meant to 
facilitate upaasana of Vishnu as such. While these words are 
primarily oriented towards Vishnu, left with no choice, they are 
used to refer to other deities to facilitate the worldly activities, 
which are dependent on the names. Hence there is no 
contradiction. The reasons for separate identification for the texts 
as agni vidya, varuna vidya etc, though they are meant for 
upaasana of Vishnu are as under: 


Vishnu manifests in the said objects of Agni etc. 
It is easy to remember Vishnu through those media. 
Vishnu is the destination for the deities of Agni etc. 


Thus, with no contradiction, it gets concluded that Vaishwaanara is 
Vishnu alone and that the one referred to as adrishya is also him. 
The benefit of this lies in the aforesaid objection and its resolution. 
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After thus completing the samanvaya of the names and lingas that 
are known to exist with others — other than Vishnu, by adopting the 
rule of hitting the strongest first, this section now deals with those 


names and indicators (linga) that are known to refer both Vishnu and 
others. 
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Since this is a new section, we say that there is no need to search 
for the sequential reference with the previous chapter. 


Mundaka Upanishat speaks of someone as the guardian of the 
worlds of dyu (heaven), bhu (earth) etc through its mantra “yasmin 
dyouh prithivee cha antariksham otam manah saha praanaischa 
sarvaih”. Whether this someone is Vishnu or Rudra etc is the 
question. The poorvapaksha says, it could be Rudra, Pradhaanam 
(core matter), Vaayu or Jeeva. 


Following are the vedic expressions in support of the above: 


“rudro vaava lokaadhaarah — Rudra is the guardian of the 
world and this is well known” 

“praanaanam granthirasi rudro maa visha antakah — O! 
Rudra, you are the supporter of senses. You are the killer. 
Do not enter me”. 

“praaneshwarah krittivaasaa pinaaki — you are the lord of 
senses. You wear the animal skin and hold the pinaka 
bow”. 

“yadoordhwam gaargi..” - That which is above the dyu 
world, below the prithivi and these dyu and prithivi that 
stay in between them, that which existed in the past and 
those that would come into existence in future, everything 
of this is embedded in aakaasha (space) and aakaasha 
exists with in all of them. 

“vaayunaa vai goutama sootrena ayam..” - O! Goutama, it 
is this vaayu, known by the name “sootra” because of 
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whom this world, the other worlds and all the living-beings 
are held in place. 


While the first three are in support of Rudra, the other two are in 
favour of matter, represented by aakaasha (space) and Vaayu. The 
statement in Mundaka Upanishat “sa esho antascharate bahudhaa 
jaayamaanah” - This is the one who stays within everyone and is 
the one who gets born several times. This speaks of Jeeva on 
account of the feature of getting born often. 


Though veda says “lokaascha lokinascha vishnaaveva otaascha” 
speaking of Vishnu being the dweller in everything, the statements 
in favour of Rudra stay stronger on account of their multiplicity. 
The narration of being born several times, which cannot be fitted in 
to Vishnu, who is beyond births and deaths opposes the vedic script 
that speaks of Vishnu being the one who stays in everyone. It is 
true that we have an unimpeachable attribute of Vishnu in the 
referred upanishat “atha paraa yayaa tadaksharam adhigamyate” 
in the form of a description that it is only Vishnu who is the subject 
of “para vidya” (the study that leads to moksha). However, in view 
of the two rigid qualities of being the subject matter of para vidya 
that fits only in Vishnu and of getting born several times that fits 
only in jeeva but not in Vishnu, we can consider Vishnu and Jeeva 
as one (abhinna). 
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In view of the following rigid attributes, the one staying in 
everyone and regulating them is to be considered as Vishnu alone. 


The quoted vedic text has the word “aatmaanam”. The 
word aatma speaks primarily of Vishnu alone. 

He is described as “amritasya eshah setuh” - the destiny of 
those attaining moksha. 


We do not also find the attributes like “bhasmadhara” (one who 
smears ash on his body), “Ugra” that would have exclusively 
spoken of Rudra. The word Rudra also speaks of Vishnu, in the 
primary sense on account of its etymological meaning as the one 
who drives out the diseases. This is explained in Brahmaanda 
puraana. As regards the statement of him getting births, it refers to 
his avataaras (manifestations) as described in vedic texts as 
“ajaayamaano bahudhaa vijaayate — the one who is never born 
takes many births. This again is the quality of Vishnu. After having 
referred to him as the subject matter of paravidya in the narration 
“dve vidye veditavye”, the vedic text speaks of the benefit of 
knowing him as_ different from jeeva (jushtam yadaa 
pasyatyanyam eesham..). There it speaks of the difference between 
Vishnu and jeeva with the latter dependent on the fruits of karma 
while the former stays untainted by it. Thus, there is no room for 
considering them one. Hence it is only Vishnu who is the guardian 
of the earth, heaven etc. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in resolving the contention that if 
the one who is the guardian of earth, heaven etc is not Brahma, the 
one described as having the qualities of being incognizible and 
referred to as akshara should also be not so. 
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Chandogya Upanishat describes some one as the one who is 
above, who is below, who is on the right, on the left and is 
(controlling) everything. It also says that with reference to whom 
nothing else is seen, nothing else is heard, nothing else is known, 
he is bhooma, he is bhagava — where does he stay? He stays in his 
own glory. With a similar description (Brahma is this amrita, 
Brahma is in the front, Brahma is at the back, Brahma is on the 
right etc), Mundaka Upanishat refers to the one who is the 
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guardian of dyu, bhu etc (as discussed in the previous chapter). The 
discussion in this chapter begins with questioning the validity of 
the conclusion that Brahma is the guardian of everything. Whether 
the one referred to as “yo vai bhooma tat sukham” in the seventh 
adhyaaya of Chandogya Upanishat is Mukhya Praana or Vishnu is 
the question. 


The Poorvapaksha says it is Praana who is described as bhooma. 
The said Upanishat discusses the gradation in the form of a 
conversation where sage Naarada seeks to know who is the 
superior and there is a reply by sage Sanatkumaara naming 
someone. Who is superior to Vaak? It is Naama. Who is superior to 
Naama? It is Manas and so on. This discussion lists out the 
gradation in the ascending order as Naama, Vaak, Manas, 
Sankalpa, Chitta, Dhyaana, Vijnaana, Bala, Anna, Ap, Tejas, 
Aakaasha, Smaara, Aasha and Praana. (All these names speak of 
the deities regulating the said aspects / objects, viz. Usha, Svaaha, 
Parjanya, Mitra, Agni, Varuna, Vidyhut, Pravaha, Aniruddha, 
Praana, Indra, Uma, Rudra, Vaani, Mukhya Praana). The question 
and answers do not continue with who is superior to Praana and a 
reply that Booma is superior to Praana. Hence it deduces that 
Praana is himself Bhooma. Though somewhere else it is said 
“Vishnur vaava devebhyo bhooyaan — Vishnu is superior to the 
deities”, the said statement (a samaakhya — similar expression) is 
weak vis-a-vis the upakrama (forming part of the initial part of a 
section) sentence “Praano vaa ashaayaa bhooyan” and hence gets 
subdued. Moreover, the word “Praana” that is referred to in a 
statement that speaks of one who exits from the body (utkraanta 
praanaan) does not fit in to Vishnu who is omnipresent. To move 
from one place to another, he should not have been present in that 
place and he should be vacating the existing place on such 
movement. Being omnipresent at all times, this does not fit in for 
Vishnu. For the same reason, the rule in the Sutra “ata eva 
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praanah” that all references to prana point at Vishnu also fails 
here. 
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In the quoted text “yo vai bhooma tat sukham”, the word “sukha” 
has been used without a qualifier. Such an expression would mean 
completeness. Bhooma is described as the one who is an 
embodiment of complete sukha (pleasure), is superior to everyone 
and is the one who is present above, below and everywhere. These 
descriptions fit only into Vishnu as can be seen in a matching 
expression in Mahanarayana Upanishat as “vishwa shambhuvam 
— the one who is the abode of complete sham - pleasure”, 
“vishwatah param — superior to everything” etc. Since the 
miniature size of Vishnu is described in the ensuing chapters, his 
exiting from the body etc are also not illogical. As regards the 
word “praana” appearing in the concluding part of the question- 
answer series referred to above, it can be understood that the said 
word and “bhooma” refer to Vishnu based on the conclusion in the 
sootra “ata eva praanah”. Alternatively, if “praana” is to be 
considered as referring to “vaayu”, a set of question and answers 
be imported (adhyaahaara) at the end of the series to show 
superiority of Vishnu, who is none other than bhooma over Praana. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in resolving the objection over the 
conclusion in the chapter “anandamayo abhyaasaat” based on the 
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usage of word “sukham” in “yo vai bhooma tat sukham” if bhooma 
were to speak of someone other than Vishnu and its resolution. 
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While the conflict of one being omnipresent and exiting as 
appearing in the same section is resolved in the previous chapter, 
the conflict of the same person being of miniature size and of huge 
size aS appearing in the same sentence is being resolved in this 
chapter. Thus this chapter has the sequence of continuity with the 
previous one. 


We find a description, in the 8" Brahmana of 5" adhyaaya of 
Brihadaaranya Upanishat, of someone named akshara as the one 
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who is neither big nor small, neither short nor long etc. Whether 
this akshara is chitprakriti (goddess Laksmi) or Vishnu is the 
confusion. As could be seen in Bhagavadgeeta, in its 13" 
adhyaaya, the word akshara refers to sree tatva (goddess 
Lakshmi). The literal meaning of the word that the person is 
devoid of any loss or mutation also fits in here. In some other sruti, 
Lakshmi is described as (aham somam aahanasam bibharmi) the 
one who supports chandra (moon) and aahanasam (the weed 
whose juice is used in yajna). The present upanishat also speaks of 
akshara as the one who is the support of Sun and Moon 
(sooryaachandramasau vidhrutou tishtatah). The qualities of 
adrishtam drashtrasrutam srotr describing akshara as unknowable 
are also matching the description “ye tvaksharam anirdeshyam” in 
Bhagavad Geeta. While this is so for considering akshara as 
Lakshmi, the quality of not eating anything (na tad asnaati 
kinchana) does not fit in for Vishnu, who is described as the one 
who eats everything — fixed and mobile. Though it is said in the 
sootra “guhaam pravishtou..” that Vishnu is considered as a non- 
eater since he does not consume anything bad the word “kinchana 
— anything” makes it clear that non-eating does not have a limited 
meaning here. Since sritatva does not consume _ anything 
independently, the attribute of non-eating of anything fits in here. 
Hence the word “akshara” refers to Chit prakriti (Lakshmi) alone. 
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The one referred to as akshara is none other than Vishnu. For 

¢- After describing aakaasha (sri tatva referred by that name) 
as the one that supports everything past present and future, 
upanishat says O! Gargi, it is akshara where aakasha is 
blended in and out of it. Thus calling it as the support of 
Lakshmi. 
The description “etasya vaa aksharasya prashaasane 
gaargi” explaining akshara as the supreme master of 
everything with no delimiters and independence (the 
capacity that is not provided by anyone) fits only in Vishnu. 
The description “asthoolam anaNu” meaning he is neither 
big nor small in size is but the natural quality of Vishnu 
who does not have the size made up of matter, but is the 
one who is having the qualities opposite to what can be 
described as small or big. 
The descriptions like “eko daadhhaara bhuvanani — alone 
he supports the worlds”, “saptardhagarbha bhuvanasya 
reto vishnoh tishtanthi pradishaa — the seven well grown 
objects that cause the universe engage in various tasks 
under the orders of Vishnu”, “ashtoolam, anaNu, 
amadhyamah, madhyamah, vyaapakah, avyaapakah — He 
is neither large nor atomic, nor is he of medium size, not 
even that he is not of medium size, is spread everywhere 
and not spread as such” suit only Vishnu. 
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As described in vedas, Vishnu alone is the one who does not have 
any of the four kinds of losses viz., anityatvam dehahaanih etc. 
The quality described by the literal meaning of akshara, viz., “the 
one who does not have any kind of losses” is in abundance with 
Vishnu and also because the vedic text says “tasmaat aksharam, 
tasmaat aksharam -— it is for this reason, he is called akshara”, he 
alone is meant by the word “akshara”’. 


The vedic statement that he does not eat only means that he is not 
for sustenance, unlike jeevas. 


Possessing of conflicting qualities like atomic and huge sizes are 
possible in him on account of his unthinkable capabilities. 


The word “aakaasha” is taken above to mean Lakshmi. That is 
because aakaasha is described as the support of everything and as 


the one being supported one — a quality that can fit in only to 
Lakshmi. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in dispelling the doubt that if 
akshara, the one who has the qualities of being unknowable refers 
to some one other than Vishnu, then even the earlier reference of 
akshara should happen to be different. 
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If the one referred to by the name “sat” as in “sadeva soumya idam 
agra aaseet — It was only sat that existed in the beginning” is 
different from the one referred to as sat in “imaah sarvaah prajaah 
sadaayatanaah -— all these persons are residing in (dependent on) 
sat’, then the quality of being the support of aakaasha should also 
belong to such other person. With this objection, this chapter gets 
the sequential reference to the previous chapter. 


We find a narration in Chandogya Upanishat that begins with 
“sadeva somya idam agra aaseet — O! Somya, it was only Sat that 
existed at the beginning” and says “That Sat desired to have many 
offsprings” etc. Whether the referred Sat speaks of Brahma or 
Pradhaanam (jada prakriti) is the question. The poorvapaksha 
says, it is Pradhaanam. Since it refers to creation of many things 
like Tejas (Fire / energy), it is only Pradhaanam that can transform 
into several forms. Eeshwara is described as “nirvikaaro aksharah 
shuddhah — the one who does not mutate, does not experience any 
loss and is flawless”. Hence a transformation in / of him is not 
possible. It cannot be said that the statement “bahu syaam 
prajaayeya” speaks of ones own multiple forms and not the 
creation of Tejas etc. Such an interpretation would conflict the later 
part of the quoted text that reads as “tat tejo asrijata — That created 
Tejas”. It is not logical to say that after declarating creation ones 
own forms, the newer objects like Tejas are created. 
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Well the contention that pradhaana only has created the universe 
has an issue. Pradhaana being lifeless object, the statement of 
desire cannot be attributed to this. This can be resolved by 
construing it as possible on account of an association with Satva 
guna, which is the cause of knowledge or by meaning it to be just a 


preparation for the action or in the secondary sense, referring to the 
abhimaani deity. 
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It is not proper to have a secondary meaning while the primary one 
is possible with no conflicts. The names Tejas etc speak of not just 
the inert objects but their abhimaani (regulatory) deities as is 
explained in the sootra “abhimaani-vyapadeshastu..”. It is also 
evident that the non-living pradhaana cannot transform itself into 
deities. The creation of regulators has no relevance in the absence 
of the objects to be regulated like tejas. A declaration to create 
ones own forms by Vishnu is relevant in the context of creation of 
those getting regulated, viz., the deities and the objects tejas etc. 
Though eeshwara is single, the existence and creation of 
multiplicity of forms are logical as explained in the sootra 
“guhaam pravishtou aatmaanou..”. In view of the linga 
(identifying attribute) of “desire” that is meant in its primary sense 
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is with Brahma and him being the cause of tejas etc, the one 
referred to by the word “Sa?” is none other than Brahma. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection that the 
assertive sentence “sad eva” refers to pradhaana as the cause of 
the universe and consequently the said quality does not exist in 
Vishnu thus’ defeating the conclusion in the  sootra 
“janmaadyasya..” and its resolution. 
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dahara uttarebhyah — 5 
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gati-shabdaabhyaam tathaa hi drishtam lingam cha; dhriteshcha mahimno- 
asya-asminn-upalabdheh; prasiddeshcha; itara-paraamarshaat-sa iti 
chenna asambhavaat; uttaraacched-aavirbhuuta-svaroopastu; 
anyaarthashcha paraamarshah; alpashruteriti chet-taduktam; 
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There is a vedic narration that the worlds of earth and heaven (dyu 
loka) are in someone who is staying in the lotus of heart. He is 
described as the one who is the support for everything. If this were 
to be different from Vishnu, then the one referred to earlier with the 
word “sat” as in “sadaayatanaah and described as the support for 
everything should also be other than Vishnu. This chapter has the 


sequential reference with the previous one through such an 
objection. 
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We find a conversation in the first khanda of the eighth adhyaaya 
of Chandogya Upanishat as under: 


Guru - “In this land of Brahma, there is a small house in the 
form of a lotus. In that lotus is a small place. Whoever is 
there, within that, needs to be discovered and he be the 
subject of meditation”. 

Disciple - “Who is this that stays within the small space of 
the lotus of the land of Brahma, which needs to be 
discovered and meditated upon?” 

Guru - “Whatever is this aakaasha (sky), the same space 
lies within the heart. Both these worlds of earth and heaven 
are positioned within this space”. 


Whether the referred thing in which the worlds of earth and heaven 


are positioned is aakaasha (space) or jeeva or Vishnu is the 
question. 


The poorvapaksha says it has to be aakaasha and not Brahma. For 


The same word aakaasha that is popular in addressing sky 
is used here to denote the one staying within the heart. 
Though the attribute of being the support of everything 
indicates him to be Vishnu as concluded in the sootra 
“aakashas-tallingaat’, it cannot be taken so. For, in a 
similar narration in mahanarayana upanishat, it begins 
with “padma-kosha-prateekaasham hridayam — the heart is 
like a lotus” and says that at its tip is a tiny hole and in that 
everything is positioned. Thus, it is the space that is 
mentioned here with the word “hole” and it is stated to be 
located within the heart and as the support for everything. 
If aakasha (space) itself is Brahma, then the mandate that 
the one staying inside of aakasha should be meditated upon 
would not fit in. 
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If it were to be said that the word aakasha refers to the 
popular sky and that when it comes to saying someone 
within that aakasha, such a thing is possible by considering 
the fact that the body stays in aakasha inside of which is 
the heart, within which stays Brahma. However, such an 
interpretation does not fit in looking at the formation of the 
sentence. Had that been true, the response to the question as 
to what exists there, the reply should have been straight 
with the word “Brahma”. Instead, there is a detailed 
narration equating it with the external space, which would 
have been irrelevant. 

Fearing contradiction to the expression in “tasyaante 
sushiram sookshmam.. — there is a hole at the end..”, if the 
one who is the support for everything as described in the 
text “yaavaan..” is treated as Brahma, it would still not 
fetch the relevance of the statement with reference to the 
question. What is relevant here is a description of the thing 
of previous reference, viz., the space within the small area 
of the heart, as the one that is on par with the external space 
and that the worlds of dyu and prithivi are positioned in that 
through the words “ubhe asmin ..”. Thus, it is proper to say 


that the worlds of dyu and prithivi are located inside the 
space. 


Hence, it is aakaasha that is directly staying within the lotus of 
heart and the worlds of prithivi and dyu stay in it indirectly. 


Another opinion is that it is jeeva who is staying in the minute 
space of heart. For 


The subsequent mantra (8-1-5) of the said upanishat speaks 
of him to be aatma and apahatapaapmaa. 

The same aatma is referred to in the third adhyaaya as the 
one who had “samprasaada — the extraordinary grace” and 
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is referred to with the word “esha”, the pronoun in 
masculine gender, thus indicating it to be jeeva. 

While the attribute of staying in a tiny place suits jeeva, it 
does not fit in Vishnu, who is spread everywhere. 

Though the amsha (part) of aakaasha can be in a tiny place 
while the whole of it is spread everywhere, the same rule 
cannot be applied to Brahma, for the amsha of aakaasha is 
incomplete whereas that of Brahma is as complete as that 
of the main. Hence an amsha of Brahma cannot be 
considered to exist in a tiny place. 


As regards the narration of “yaavaan vaa..” equating with the 
external space, it does not fit in for jeeva and it is so for Brahma as 
well. 
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The one who is inside the tiny space of the lotus of heart is none 
other than Brahma. For in the subsequent sentence of the referred 
text, he is described as the one who is free from sins, never aging, 
never dying and never affected by sorrow. These attributes are 
related to Vishnu alone as can be seen in the statements of various 
upanishats like “He is above all sins’, “He is the one who is 
beyond hunger, thirst, sorrow, illusion, aging and death”. There is 
also a statement that though jeeva enters brahma loka everyday 
while asleep, he does not know the same. In its previous sentence, 
we find the description that “then O! Soumya, Jeeva reaches Sat’. 
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The word “sat” refers to Vishnu as has been described in the sootra 
“eekshater naashabdam”. 
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By describing the space in the heart as brahma loka, it is indicated 
that the one staying in it is Brahma. Another meaning is that 
Brahma is himself loka, the one who is the mentor of everything. 
The same upanishat describes brahma loka as the one having two 
seas of nectar named “ara” and “Nya”. By using the same name 
here for the space in heart, it indicates the commonness of its 
resident. This provides an identifier for the one who is in the lotus 
of heart as the one who is stationed in the world having two seas of 
nectar. As per the evidence provided by Sri Acharya in Bhaashya 
that reads as “arascha vai Nyascha..” such an attribute belongs 
exclusively to Vishnu. This apart, the one staying in the lotus of 
heart is described as “ayam aatmaa sa seturvidhritih..”, the one 
who is supporting everything. This again is the characteristic 
feature of Vishnu as has been decided in the sootra “akshram 
ambaraantadhriteh..”(1.3.10) etc. 
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We also find a matching expression in Brihadaaranyaka upanishat 
where it says “It is this space lying inside the heart, where the one 
who is master of everything relaxes”. This description belongs to 
Vishnu since it appears in the part that describes the glory of 
Vishnu. Similarly, we find a matching description in that part of 
taittireeya branch which is very well known as belonging to 
Vishnu — Maha-naarayano-panishat. The description there is 
“There is a small lotus in the heart which is devoid of sins and is 
the abode of God. This is inside the body. Inside this lotus, is a 
small sky that is devoid of pain. The one who is staying inside this 
space needs to be meditated upon”. 
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The one in the lotus of heart cannot be considered to be jeeva for, 

¢ There are no evidences in support of it. 

- He has been described as the one devoid of sins. Such a 
situation happens to jeeva only on getting moksha, which is 
obtained by the grace of God and not independently as 
explained in Padma puraana (asanaayaadikaan anye 
tatprasaadaat taranti hi). 

He has been described as satyakaama (he whose desires are 
met invariably). Jeevas do possess this quality albeit only 
in moksha. They would not have this body and heart at that 
time. Hence the description of staying in the lotus of heart 
in the midst of body does not fit in to them. 
The word “esha” in the statement “esha aatma” is in masculine 
gender and is referring to the one named “paranjyothi” in the same 
sentence (“paranjyotir-upasampadya swena_ roopena_ abhi- 
nishpadyate, esya aatma). In the upcoming sootra “aatma 
prakaranaat” (4.4.3) it is being confirmed that paranjyoti is 
Brahma. It is only this brahma in the form of jyothi that is referred 
to here as the one dwelling inside the heart. 


As regards the objection that the omnipresent Vishnu cannot be 
considered as dwelling in a small space, the same has been 
resolved in the earlier sootra “sarvatra prasiddhopadeshat” (1-2- 
1). In view of the unthinkable prowess of Vishnu, he can very well 


be considered as staying in a tiny place while he is poorna 
(complete in absolute terms). 


Though it gets confirmed that the one staying in the tiny space and 
the one to be discovered is Brahma while the body and the lotus of 
heart are explained as related to Brahma, the conversation 
continues to know who he is (what are his attributes). Hence in 


areata: merrearea Fea: Te: 105 


response to “what exists there”, the reply is, whatever is the extent 
to which it exists in the outer space, the entire of it stays in the tiny 
space of heart. It is in this that the worlds of dyu and prithivi etc 
are existing. Thus the words can be aligned to make them mean 
“the one staying in the tiny space of heart is described as the one 
supporting the entire space and the universe staying in it”. In fact 
there is non-coherence in the interpretation made by others who 
say “in response to the question who is there in the space, the reply 
is, it is on par with the external space”. 


The poorvapaksha had referred to mahanaarayan upanishat and 
said that the tiny space, aakaasha lying within the heart holds 
everything and it cannot be Brahma. For, Brahma is said to be 
staying in it. This objection can be resolved with an understanding 
that everything lies in Brahma, who is stationed in the aakasha that 
is within the lotus of heart inside the body. This is like saying “the 
jewel is in the temple” while it is kept in the box within the steel 
safe inside the safe room of the temple. 
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The previous chapter discussed Brahma referred to by the name 
jyothi. Though the word “Brahma” is in neutral gender, he has 
been described as “aatma” and this word is in masculine gender 
and accordingly the sootra has taken the word “dahara” in 
masculine gender. In this chapter the subject statement “tadetat” 
etc has both the words “tat” and “etat’ are in neutral gender. If 
these two words refer to God, who has been denoted in masculine 
gender, then the words should not have been in neutral gender. 
This chapter begins with such an objection and hence has the 
sequence of objection with the previous one. 


Kaathaka Upanishat has a_ statement (katham nu _ tad 
vijaaneeyaam..) expressing the anxiety to know that which is 
“complete pleasure” and says whether it is possible to know it or 
not possible as such. Whether this earnest request to know pertains 
to the pleasure of jnaani or Vishnu is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — The word “tat -That” in the aforesaid statement 
refers to the “pleasure” that has been narrated in the previous half 
of the verse which states “tam aatmastham ye anu_pashyanti 
dheeraah teshaam sukham shaashvatam netareshaam — The 
pleasure of those learned persons who see the one that stays in 
aatma is eternal and not that of others”. The expression “tadetat — 
the same is” refers to a thing referenced in the immediate past and 
is recalled. That is “jnaani sukham — the pleasure of learned 
people”. Though there is a reference to Vishnu through the words 
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“eko vashi..”, the same is not present in the immediate proximity to 
the words “tadetat” and that the words are in masculine gender, 
while the words “tat etat” are in neutral gender. Hence cannot be 
considered to refer to Vishnu. Thus it is only jnaani sukham that is 
sought to be known and not Vishnu. 
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The very next sentence succeeding the one containing the 
expression “katham nu tad vijaaneeyaam” describes the one sought 
to be known as: 

e The one which cannot be lit up with Sun 

e The one whose light forms the source of luminescent 

objects to emit light 

e The one whose light alone makes everything to glow 
These qualities of not being lit by Sun, source of Sun’s light and 
the light that enables visibility of the entire universe are exclusive 
to Vishnu. Similar are the other expressions like “na tad 
bhaasayate suryah” in Bhagavad Geeta, “aham tat tejo rashmeet” 
in Chaturveda shikha, “yadaaditya gatam tejah” in Bhagavad 
Geeta communicating the same meaning. 
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As regards the proximity, the expression “na tatra suryo bhaati” 
has the word “tatra” that refers to the one in the previous sentence 
that says “katham nu tad vijaaneeyaam” and hence has the 
relevance of proximity. 


As regards the gender mismatch, that can be resolved by looking at 
the context. It is certain from the above that it is Vishnu who is 
referred to as the one sought to be known. Hence it should be 
understood as “That which is referred to as anirdeshyam sukham” 
is none other than Vishnu, who is described as eko vashi. This 
apart, it is only Vishnu that has been referred to in the previous 
sentence as “chetanh chetanaanaam” and that is in masculine 
gender. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection on 
considering the one referred to as adrishya earlier as Vishnu on 
account of the same being referred to as anirdeshyam paramam 
sukham and its resolution. 
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In the previous chapter the statement of Kaathaka Upanishat has 
been referred to, discussed and concluded that on seeing the one 
staying in Aatma, i.e., Vishnu one would achieve moksha. However 
the same upanishat at another place refers to some one else and 
says “vishwe deva upaasate — all the deities meditate upon him”. 
Thus indicating that the knowledge of such other person leads to 
moksha. This chapter begins with the objection on the conclusion 
that knowledge of Vishnu leads to moksha and hence has the 
sequence of objection with its previous one. 


Kaathaka Upanishat says “there is one person in the midst of the 
body and he is of the size of the thumb. He is the ruler of 
everything past and future”. Whether this ruler is Mukhya vaayu or 
Vishnu is the question. Poorvapaksha says it is Vaayu. The 
complete sentence of reference is “oordhvam praanam unnayati 
apaanam pratyagasyati, madhye vaamanam aaseenam vishwe 
devaa upaasate” referring to someone who assigns duties to the 
praana, apaana, vyaana etc, who stays in the middle of body, and 
as the one who is worshiped by all the deities. In a similar 
narration Shatprashna Upanishat says “The way the emperor 
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assigns regions for administration to kings, this Praana (Mukhya 
vaayu) assigns the areas of administration to other praanas”. 
Brihadaaranyaka Upanishat says in its third adhyaaya “it is this 
madhyama praana, whom the death will not touch” and in its 
shishu braahmana of fourth adhyaaya it says “It is this madhyama 
praana who is in the shape of a calf”. There is a narration as well 
in Rig Veda where it says “The deities who had achieved wisdom 
through meditating Vaayu, met in a secret place and meditated him 
for the benefit of those suffering in the world”. All these indicate 
that the one who is meditated upon by the deities is Vaayu. Another 
fact to be considered is that in the sootra “aksharam 
ambaraantah..”, Vishnu has been described as of a tiny (atomic) 
size. The size here, in the text of present discussion, is clearly 
specified as that of the thumb. The tiny size cannot be considered 
as anything higher than that. It cannot be said that the thumb-size 
is only with reference to the heart where he dwells, for the same 
object cannot have contradictory attributes. Moreover, it it not 
certain that whose thumb is referred to here to describe the size. 
There cannot be a meditation with an uncertainty on the object to 
be meditated upon. If it is to be said that the word “thumb” refers 
to ones own thumb, then it would not describe the actuai size of 
Vishnu in those animals who do not have a thumb. 
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In the above referred sentence of Upanishat (madhye vaamanam 
aaseenam), we find a name “Vaamana”. This name refers to 
Vishnu as can be seen in “esha u eva vaamanih..” of Chandogya 
Upanishat, “upendro vaamanah praamshuh” in Vishnu Sahasra 
Naama etc. Though the name is Vaamani and not Vaamana in the 
quoted text, it does not alter the position by virtue of the rule that a 
little variance will not alter the position of a word. Just because the 
tail of a dog is cut, it does not cease to be a dog. The name 
Vaamana fits in Vishnu both by its etymological meaning and by 
the usage of the learned and it is not flexible to address anyone 
else. 


As regards the attribute of being the master of praanaas, that fits in 
Hari who is the regulator of everyone as per the maxim in the 
sootra “antaryaamyadhi..” (1-2-18). This apart, Rig veda 
specifically says “You provide complete pleasure to prajaapati and 
you regulate the nine praanas” confirming that the one regulating 
praanaas is Vishnu. The word “madhya” could mean either a 
locational reference or the grade. Since this word is spelt along 
with oordhva (above) in the quoted text of upanishat “madhye 
vaamanam..”, it should be taken to mean the location inside the 
body and hence it fits in for Vishnu as well. 


The description of being the one worshiped by all deities would 
mean the subject of meditation by all and this attribute is shown to 
be of Vishnu in the earlier sootra “dahara uttarebhyah..”. Thus the 
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shruti (name) which is powerful on its own and_ being 
niravakaasha (specific) is all the more powerful, it negates the 
indicators (linga) that are inherently weaker than shruti and are 
also weak on account of being saavakaasha (accommodative). 


As regards the size, the reference to thumb is to explain the extent 
of manifestation to the size of ones own thumb. This also has a 
reference to the size of space in heart where Vishnu manifests 
occupying the entire of it. 


Since the explanation is meant for the humans, absence of thumb 


in animals has nothing to do in negating the size. Thus, the master 
of all is Vishnu alone. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in causing an objection to the 
contents of jijnaasa sootra by considering Mukhya praana as the 
one meditated upon by all the deities and its resolution. 
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The eligibility for vedic studies mentioned in the previous chapter 
with the words “manushyaadhikaaratvaat - eligibility to only 
manushya (humans)” is only to negate it to the lower animals, 
birds and plants etc. This chapter describes the availability of such 
an eligibility to the deities and others who are above humans. 
Hence has the context with the previous one. 


The vedic statement “vishwe deva upaasate” speaks of all the 
deities meditating on Vishnu. Are they eligible for such meditation 
or not is the question. 


Poorvapaksha says, they do not have the eligibility. Let us see how 
— The names Indra, Varuna, Agni etc are not the names of 
individuals but refer to the positions like we have the names like 
President, Prime Minister, Minister, Secretary etc. The individuals 
manning the posts will be addressed by the name of the posts they 
hold. The individuals now holding the positions of Indra, Varuna 
etc are so not eternally but from some date. Hence they have a 
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beginning. Similarly, their tenure has an end and they would cease 
to hold the positions after that date. They would either go to 
moksha or get promoted to the next post as in the case of Rudra 
getting promoted as Sesha, Vaayu getting promoted as 
Chaturmukha. (These promotions are within the same cadre and 
grade and do not mean an elevation). 


The question now is whether the deities hold the posts eternally or 
have achieved them through upaasana and hold them till their 
tenure ends. If they have achieved the positions through upaasana, 
it means that during the period when these deities were humans 
and doing upaasana, the posts were vacant. In other words there 
was no Indra or Varuna etc at that time. If that be true, the 
offerings made in yajna in their names have had no recipient and 
the vedic texts that were speaking of them during those periods 
were speaking untruth. That is not true. 


Even if it is accepted that some one else was holding the said posts 
of Indra, Varuna etc at that time and that the posts are eternal like 
the water flowing in rivers where the flow is eternal while the 
water flowing keeps changing, there is no evidence to say that the 
individuals have the same name and form. While the names and 
forms are different, if Veda refers to them in some name or forn,, it 
would amount to speaking the untruth. Hence it is essential to 
consider them as eternal. It would then mean that they would not 
get moksha and hence would not have a desire, the essential 
component of eligibility, to study Vedas that would lead to moksha. 


There are some texts in Veda like “madhu vidya” etc. On studying 
and practicing them, one would get the position of Vasu deity etc. 
The deities Vasu etc would not have an eligibility to study these 
texts since they have already achieved the benefits of such Vidya. 
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With this as an example, it can be concluded that the deities do not 
have eligibility for all Vidyas. 


It can lead to another assumption that the deities do not have 
eligibility even for those vidyas that lead to moksha. The text 
“naiva devapadam praaptaah brahmadarshana varjitaah — Those 
who have not had aparoksha would not get the posts of deities”. 
Thus, with all the deities having aparoksha that assures them of 
moksha, they have no reason to be desirous and consequentially be 
eligible for those vidyas that lead to moksha. 
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The deities do have eligibility for the vedic studies. For 

- They possess the special intelligence 

¢- Their vedic studies are not prohibited as in the case of 
shoodras 
They have a beginning and end and hence have a desire to 
achieve moksha. 
The texts “they reach that heaven where the previous 
deities chaturmukha brahma and others falling in the 
category of ruju, Garuda, Sesha and their consorts who 
have achieved moksha are staying”, “God has created 
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everything exactly the way it was earlier” and “The way it 
is a rule for the kaala (time) that what existed prior to 
pralaya gets created in the next creation, even the deities 
have it as such” stand in support of the fact of creation and 
end of deities and that they are eternal only in the sense 
like the flow of water in a river. These texts also speak of 
the deities having the same name and form. Hence the 
objection of a possible untruth getting described by Vedas 
stands resolved. 

Though Madhu vidya etc are intended to fetch the posts of 
Vasu etc, those who are already in such posts would get 
benefited by such vidyas in the form of an enhanced 
knowledge and accelerated pleasure in moksha and hence 
the deities of Vasu etc have a desire to study and practice 
the said vidyas. Thus, they are eligible. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in doubting the authenticity of vedic 
texts and a resolution of the same. 
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The poorvapaksha of this chapter is based on the rule decided in 
the previous chapter and hence has the sequence of exception with 
it. 


Whether shoodra etc are eligible for vedic studies or not is the 
question. As in the case of deities, even shoodras have special 
intelligence and hence are eligible, says poorvapaksha. Veda says 
that one should be inducted into studies through the procedure of 
upanayana and then taught Vedas. Since shoodra does get 
upanayana, he is not eligible for vedic studies. Brahma sootra also 
speaks of it in sootra “adhyayanamaatravatah” (3.4.12). This is 
not true. Sage Raikva addressed the ruler Poutraayana as “aha 
haare tvaa shoodra” and taught him, a shoodra, the vedic 
Samvarga vidya. [ The story here is — Poutraayana is a pious ruler. 
He knew the language of birds. One evening while he was lying on 
the terrace he saw two swans flying over him. One of them said to 
the other “Look! down below is a pious Poutraayana”. The other 
swan said, “He is nothing compared to the sage Raikva”. On 
listening to this conversation, Poutraayana got disturbed and 
restlessly waited for the dawn to happen, sent his servants to find 
out where the said sage lives and then he himself went to meet the 
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sage. He prostrated before the sage, offered his chariot and a 
precious necklace to him and requested him to teach Samvarga 
vidya. The sage then said, “O! Shoodra, let your neckiace and 
chariot be with you” J. 


The fact of Vidura etc having had the knowledge of Vedas while 
themselves being shoodra is also an indicator that Shoodras can 
study Vedas. Even otherwise, shoodra can get the knowledge by 
¢ getting upanayana and done, if that is the precondition for 
studying vedas and then studying them 
¢ studying vedas even without upanayana 
e reading the written texts. 
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As described in  Brahmavaivarta puraana “yatra vedo 
rathastatra..” there is a rule that only those who are eligible for 
vedic studies can own a chariot. Thus a shoodra would not own a 
chariot and owning one is natural for a kshatriya. In the present 
case of Poutraayana, he is referred to as owning a chariot drawn 
by mules. Hence it can be understood that he was a kshatriya. In 
view of this hurdle, the word shoodra in the quoted text of 
upanishat cannot be taken by its apparent meaning but has to be 
understood by its etymological meaning. Thus in view of the 
running on account of displeasure caused by the belittling words of 
the swan, as described in the same Upanishat, he is addressed as 
shoodra (shu + dra : shuchaa — on account of the displeasure, 
aadravanam — running), the expression does stand to testify 
eligibility for shoodra class. 


The vedic studies have a prerequisite of upanayana for the student. 
This is not available for a shoodra. Paingee shruti says “Shoodra 
is not eligible for the vedic aspects of agni — yajna, kriya — tasks, 
samskaara — procedures and vrata — religious abstinence like 
fasting”. Thus, a shoodra would not get the upanayana procedure 
done for him and without that he is not eligible for vedic studies. 


There is a narrative in the upanishat. One boy approaches the sage 
Goutama and pleads for vedic knowledge. The sage asks him what 
his gotra — lineage is. The boy says he does not know. He is 
advised to get that information from his mother. Even the mother 
expresses ignorance. The boy sincerely speaks the truth that even 
his mother does not know. The sage draws an inference that the 
boy must be a brahmana by his sincerity in speaking the truth and 
performs upanayana and teaches him the vedic texts. The boy is 
named Satyakaama. 
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The above story also confirms that Upanayana is essential and that 
the said procedure was done to Satyakaama after ascertaining him 
being a brahmana. 


One of the books by name “Goutama dharma sootra” specifically 
prohibits vedic studies with the expression “shravane trapu- 
jataabhyaam..- If a person who is not eligible for vedic studies 
listens to veda, his ears should be filled with led and lac, if he 
recites, his tongue be cut off and if he understands, his heart be 
torn”. In view of such a prohibition, a shoodra is not eligible for 
vedic studies even if he possesses the required higher intelligence. 
Since there is a prohibition even for understanding, the argument 
that shoodra can know the subject by reading the books also does 
not hold good. 


In the case of certain learned persons like Vidura who are 
shoodras, the vedic knowledge in them is on account of the same 
being acquired in their previous births and not when they are born 
as shoodras. Hence it gets concluded that a shoodra is not eligible 
for vedic studies. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in contending that the expression 
that “humans are eligible for vedic studies” is invalid since 
shoodras are counted as ineligible even in spite of them having 
special intelligence, like deities, consequent to the prohibition and 
a resolution by stating that the statement “humans are eligible” is a 
generic one and has exceptions through prohibitions. 
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This chapter deals with the word “Vajra” speaking of Vishnu. 
While the word “shoodra” was considered in the previous chapter 
with its etymological meaning to describe the one who came 
running on account of displeasure, similar thing is not possible 
with the word “vajra”, for it does not have a definitive etymology. 
Thus this chapter has a sequence of a counter illustration with the 
previous one. 


The word “vajra” as can be seen in Kaathaka upanishat in its 
mantra that says that everything in this universe, be it within 
praana or outside of him, is scared of the raised vajra and the one 
who knows this Vajra will attain moksha. Whether this Vajra is the 
weapon of deity Indra or Vishnu is the question. 


The Poorvapaksha says, it is the weapon of deity Indra that is 
referred to by the word “Vajra”. It is here that the usage of the 
word exists. The context does not permit any etymological 
meaning that would describe Vishnu by that word. The smriti that 
says “varjanaat vajra uchyate — He is called vajra because of him 
being devoid (of defects) is weak vis-a-vis sruti — the name. If a 
definitive meaning based on the usage is to be discarded and some 
vague etymological meaning has to be accepted to fit it for Vishnu, 
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in a similar effort some other meaning can also be derived and it 
leads to a Situation where no specific meaning can be derived from 
the words. This apart the description “raised” suits a weapon and 
not Vishnu. Similar usage can be seen in Mahabharata where it 
says “udyataayudha-dordandah” and in vedas as “tenendro 
vajram udayacchat”. Since sruti (name) and linga (description) are 
powerful put together vis-a-vis only linga (in favour of Vishnu) 
where it says the one knowing vajra attains moksha (hence the 
linga is in favour of Vishnu) gets subdued. 
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In the quoted text of upanishat it is said that the entire of universe 
is scared of Vajra. The word “kampati” literally means “shakes”. 
Thus, while it can mean “scared” it also means “vibrates / moves”, 
signifying an activity. Every activity is thus caused by Vajra. 
taittireeya upanishat says “who else can motivate and activate the 
world if it is not aakaasha (read Vishnu), who is full of pleasure?”. 
Thus the attribute of activating everything is unique to Vishnu and 
hence Vajra here refers to Vishnu. As regards the name “Vajra” that 
is counted as a strong indicator for interpretation, it also fits in 
Vishnu on account of its non-accommodative etymological 
meaning as described by smriti. Smritis are considered as 
complementary to vedas. In Bhagavad Geeta, Krishna says “I am 
Vajra amongst the weapons” thus indicating the name vajra to be 
accommodative for Vishnu. The objection of a possible chaos in 
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arriving at the meaning if etymology is followed does not apply in 
this case since such a meaning is provided by Smriti. As regards 
the component “udyat — raised” in the quoted statement of 
upanishat, it can be understood to mean ut + yat, where ut means 
“super” and yat means “effort” signifying the extraordinary 


activity of Vishnu. Hence it is only Vishnu who is referred to by the 
word vajra in the quoted text. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection that Vajra, 
which is referred to as the provider of moksha is not Vishnu and its 
resolution. 
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As in the case of previous chapter, even here the poorvapaksha 
bases its arguments on the non-accommodative nature of the 
indicator “jyothi” that speaks of jeeva and raises an objection on 
adopting the meaning of the said word in favour of Vishnu as found 
in the vedic text “vishnureva jyothih”. Hence has the sequence of 
objection with the previous chapter. 


Whether the word “jyothih” as seen in the statement “yoyam 
vijnaanamayah praaneshu hridyantarjyothih” of Brihadaaranyaka 
upanishat refers to jeeva or Brahma is the question. Poorvapaksha 
says it refers to jeeva. For, the same upanishat says “He moves in 
both the worlds while remaining unaffected”, “The same person 
who is getting born again takes birth along with his sins and while 
dying, leaves the body on account of sins”. These statements 
depicting movement between the worlds on account of karma form 
multiple pointers to indicate the one addressed by the word jyothi 
be jeeva. In a conversation available in the same upanishat, there is 
a question as to what is jyothi and the reply is “aaditya - Sun”. In 
his absence, it is Chandrama — Moon and so on calling Sun, Moon, 
Fire, Speech and aatma as jyothi. Then, in response to the question 
as to who is this aatma, the reply is “yoyam” etc quoted above. 
This jyothi is described as the light of aaditya etc. It cannot be 
Vishnu since he has been described as “na tatra suryo bhaati — he 
cannot be illuminated by Sun”. Hence jyothi must be jeeva. 


If jyothi were to be considered as God because of the word 
“aatma”, then in view of the light of aatma being continuous 
without a rise and set, the expressions “aadityenaiva jyothishaa — 
He remains active on account of the light of Sun alone” etc where 
the word “alone” is used does not fit in. 
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Vishnu alone is the one addressed by the word “jyothi”, for 

¢« Chaturveda shikha text assertively states Vishnu alone is 
jyothi and Vishnu alone is Brahma. 
The referred mantra has “hridyantar-jyothih” in the 
beginning and “atraayam purushah svayam jyothih” in the 
concluding mantra. Both of them speak of Vishnu. The 
referred text under discussion (“sa samaanassan ubhou 
lokaavanu-sancharati” speaking of movement between the 
two worlds) falls in between the two expressions speaking 
of Vishnu. 
The indicators pointing at jeeva are flexible to 
accommodate Vishnu as the one dwelling in jeevas as their 
regulator. 
Travel to the two worlds also fits in Vishnu because it is he 
who carries the jeevas to the said worlds and is the one who 
travels independently. 
Though God addressed by the word aatma is himself the 
light, the expression illuminated only by Sun etc is with 
reference to jeeva being illuminated primarily by the 
external light. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection on the 
conclusion of the earlier sootra “jyotis-charana-abhidhaanaat” 
that the one residing in the heart is Vishnu and its resolution. 
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In the previous chapter, we have known jyothi as Vishnu. The same 
Brihadaaranyaka upanishat that was the basis of discussion there, 
calls Jyothi as Amrita in its expression “bahishkulaayaad amrita- 
shcharitvaa” where Amrita is described as taking out, though 
rarely, an amsha of jeeva to show him the dreams. The same name 
“Amrita” can be seen for Aakaasha elsewhere. Since Aakaasha is 
someone else, the reference to jyothi must also be with someone 
else is the objection, based on which this chapter begins. Hence it 
has the sequence of objection with the previous one. 


Chandogya upanishat in its last khanda (section) says “aakaasha 
is the one who manages the names and objects addressed by such 
names. The one who is different from these names and objects is 
Brahma and he is Amrita”. Whether Akaasha referred to here is the 
well known “avyaakrita aakaasha — absolute space” or Brahma is 
the question. (There are two types of spaces viz. The absolute one 
called “avyaakrita aakaasha” that eternally exists everywhere and 
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the other one is “praakrita aakaasha” that is created within 
avyaakrita aakaasha and it ceases to exist during delusion. This 
praakrita aakaasha stays with other matter like prithivi, water etc). 


The pooravapaksha says it is the popular space that is addressed as 
aakasha in the referred text. For, 

- There are two words “vai” and “naama” both of which 
mean popularity. When both these words are used along 
with the word “aakaasha”, the sentence lays emphasis on 
the popularity of usage. It thus means “It certainly is this 
popularly known aakaasha that manages the names and 
their objects”. In other words, it means “It is well known 
fact that aakaasha manages the names and objects”. 

It is aakaasha, the space that is known to accommodate all 
objects and their names. 

The word aakaasha is not known in the world as belonging 
to Vishnu. 
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In the referred text of Chandogya Upanishat, aakaasha is referred 
to as the one who is different from names and forms. It is only 
Vishnu who cannot be known fully through names and is beyond 
the material forms. Such a quality is affirmed by the vedic texts 
“yato vaacho nivartante — whom the words cannot reach”, 
“aroopam asparsham — one who does not have a form and non 
palpable”. Brahmanda purana clarifies — He does not have a name 
because he is not popular (cannot be described fully by any name) 
and is without any form since he does not have any material form. 
These descriptions fit only in Vishnu and not in space. 


Aakaasha is described as “Brahma” and “amrita — eternal”. The 
said name and the quality of eternity on all counts are unique to 
Vishnu. The two expressions “vai” and “naama” indicating 
popularity also fit in to Vishnu since Chandogya Upanishat says 
“aakaasha iti ho vacha — He is famous as Aakaasha” and “eko 
daadhaara bhuvanaani vishva — He alone is managing all the 
worlds”. Since vedic popularity is internal to vedas, the vedic text 
referring to such a popularity is perfectly valid. Hence the one 
referred to by the name aakaasha is Vishnu alone. 


By describing some one else as the support of the worlds dyu and 
bhu through the indicators of him being the administrator of names 
and forms, an objection is raised on the conclusion that such a 
person is Vishnu and this forms the benefit of poorvapaksha. Its 
resolution forms the benefit of Siddhanta. 


Though the word aakaasha is shown to refer Vishnu alone in the 
earlier chapter “aakaashas-tallingaat”, it has been done so there 
using the non-accommodative attributes available in favour of 
Vishnu rejecting the contentions of popularity of usage in the 
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world. This chapter however deals with the specific doubt based on 
the attributes of administering names and forms. 
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Though the word aakaasha could be accommodated to speak of 
Vishnu based on the vedic usage and popularity, the same cannot 
be done here in the case of the attribute of being the viewer of 
dreams. Alternatively, while the subject of reference in the 
previous chapter, “the sky” being jada and hence different from 
God the qualities of God could not be fit in, in the present case, 
jeeva being no different from God, the attributes indicating God 
can also be fit in to jeeva. This chapter begins with these 
possibilities causing the doubt and hence has the sequential 
reference with its previous one. 


130 Il 3 Wyeast 30 I 43 Il 


In the sixth adhyaaya of Brihadaaranyaka upanishat, we find a 
narration about “dreams” wherein it says “This person, while 
asleep enjoys, moves around, after seeing the sins and virtues, 
moves to the neck area for securing the deserved dreams in the 
sequence that is fit and proper and does so in every birth. He 
remains untainted by those and hence this person is considered as 
asanga ”. Whether this person who is referred to as watching 
dreams is jeeva or God is the question. Poorvapaksha says, the one 
who watches dreams etc should be jeeva, for it is he who is known 
for that in the world. In the absence of a popular expression in 
vedas, the worldly popularity needs to be adopted. As for God, he 
does not have a body and hence cannot see dreams. As regards the 
attribute “asanga”, though it is specific to God, it can be 
considered for jeeva as well, since jeeva and God are one. While 
the quality of God can be attributed to jeeva, the converse, i.e, 
jeeva’s quality of seeing dreams cannot be applied to God who is 
pure and has no attributes. This apart, since the siddhantis have, in 
the very first sootra, advocated God and jeeva as different, they 
cannot now argue for considering the attribute of jeeva in God. 
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The quality of being asanga as described in vedas (asango hi 
ayam purushah) belongs to only God as confirmed by another 
vedic text “asangam asparsham” etc. In the upcoming chapter 
“sandhye srishti..”, it will be made clear that the objects seen in 
dreams are true. Since God is described as “yah sarvajnah 
sarvavit” omniscient, the attribute of seeing the dreams primarily 
fits in him, who sees all dreams of everyone. Brihadaaranyaka 
upanishat describes jeeva as the one enclosed by Praajna form of 
God while in sleep and as the one carrying Praajna while leaving 
the body. The enclosure and the enclosed ought to be different. So 
is the case with the one carrying and the carried. Hence jeeva and 
God are different. They cannot be considered as one to attribute the 
quality of God to jeeva. In a sootra “swaapyaya-sampatyoh” in the 
last section of Brahma sootras, the chapter on sleep in 
Brihadaaranyaka upanishat (that has been the subject of 
discussion here) is interpreted to speak of moksha. Thus, the 
difference between jeeva and God stays firm even in moksha. 


Thus, the one who is referred to as a viewer of dreams is Vishnu 
alone. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in taking an objection on 
considering akshara as Vishnu as concluded in the chapter 
“qksharam ambaraantah..” and its resolution. 
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If the one referred to as asanga in the statement “asango_ nahi 
sajjate” in Brihadaaranyaka upanishat is not Vishnu, then the one 
discussed in the previous chapter should also be other than Vishnu. 
This chapter begins with this doubt and has the sequence of 
objection with its previous one. 


Brihadaaranyaka upanishat says “esha  nityo  mahimaa 
braahmanasya — this eternal glory is of brahmana”. Whether this 
“brahmana” is Virincha (chaturmukha) or God is the question. The 
poorvapaksha says, it is certainly Virincha. For, the same mantra 
describes him as “sa vaa esha mahaan aja aatmaa”’. The word aja 
speaks of Virincha both by the usage and the etymology that 
describes him to be born to “3f — a”. Though the word can 
etymologically fit in to Vishnu as the one who is not born (na 
Jaayate — aja” and that such an interpretation is supported by the 
usage as can be seen in Mahabharata that quotes “tasmaadaham 
ajah smritah”, the word Brahmana that speaks of caste cannot fit 
into Vishnu who is beyond the castes. This fits in to Virincha only. 
Even the word mahat speaks of Virincha as he is the regulator of 
mahat tatva as described in the chapter “abhimani 
vyapadeshastu..”. Even the word aatma also fits in Virincha by the 
usage as can be seen in “buddher-aatmaa mahaan parah’. As far 
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the other attributes like “sarvasya vashee” described in the referred 
text of upanishat, though they are specific to Vishnu, they can be 
attributed to Virincha since both are one and the same as contended 
in the previous chapter. Bhagavata in its statement “sthityaadaye 
hari-virincha-hareti samjnaah” indicates Hari, Virincha and Hara 
as one and the same by placing them in one sentence. There is no 
reason to break the sentence and consider them as different. 
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Brihadaaranyaka upanishat speaks of glory of the referred 
Brahmana as “sarvasya vashee sarvasya eeshaanah sarvasya 
adhipatih — He controls everything, he is the lord of Brahma and 
Rudra, he is the lord of everyone”. Hence he must be Vishnu. In 
similar expressions, Purusha sookta says “he is not just the lord of 
this universe but is so even for the world of muktas” and Rig veda 
says “the deities regulating the seven elements that have grown 
well and form the coré material for this universe are constantly 
under his directions”, confirming this fact. The word Brahmana 
means the one who can be known through Brahma — vedas and 
thus accommodates Vishnu. The word aja also fits in Vishnu as the 
one who is never born. In view of the obstacles in considering 
Brahmana as Vishnu getting thus removed, considering Virincha 
and Vishnu as one is superfluous. Such a consideration is also 
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incorrect in view of the scripts saying that this universe and 
Hiranyagarbha (Virincha) are created by Him. As regards the 
quoted text of Bhagavata, it should be understood to refer to the 
forms of God lying inside Virincha etc. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection to the eternal 
glory of Vishnu as pointed in the earlier sootras like athaatho 
brahma jijnaasa etc and its resolution. 
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The previous three sections discussed on how the words, 
describing the quality of being the creator of the universe and the 
words that appeared in the sentences speaking of the qualities 
incidental to such creation such as aanandamayatva, spoke of 
Vishnu alone. This section deals with the incidental words that 
appear to speak of only those other than Vishnu either by their 
name or by the attributes they speak of and shows them to be 
primarily speaking of Vishnu. 
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avachanaaccha; vadateeti chenna praajno hi; prakaranaat; trayaanaameva 
chaivam-upanyaasah prashnascha; mahadvaccha; chamasavad- 
avisheshaat; 
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This chapter deals with those words like avyakta that speak of one 
being avadhi, the reference point and indicating inferiority. If these 
words are shown to speak Vishnu, it would contradict the 
supremacy etc that were shown as the reason for him being the 
creator of the universe. This forms the base of this chapter and 
hence has the sequence with the earlier chapter. 


Kaathakopanishat says “avyakta is superior to mahat and purusha 
is superior to avyakta”. In another statement it says “It is only 
jeevas that have pain” and “others get born”. Mandukopanishat 
says “these two are bound by effect and cause”. Whether the 
persons referred to by the words avyakta, dukhi (one having pain), 
baddha (bound) speak primarily of prakriti (matter and _ its 
regulating deity), Jeeva etc or of God is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — The words avyakta etc speak of only prakriti etc 
and not Brahma. For, their usage exists in them only and there is 
no evidence to show that they speak of Vishnu. Had it been that 


marayratet: WeaATeA Agel: oe: 137 


they do not speak of prakriti etc but still are used as such, then on 
the same ground, any word would have been used for anything 
leading to chaos. In the case of avyakta, it has been used in the 
quoted text as reference point to indicate someone else's 
supremacy, thus indicating its inferiority. Similarly, the one known 
to have pain is jeeva. These qualities cannot be considered for 
Vishnu. For, Bhagavad geeta says “there is none who is equal to 
you nor is there a superior”, the scripts describe Vishnu as “the one 
having nothing undesirable and no components” etc. Considering 
Vishnu as avyakta or dukhi would contradict these scripts and also 
the quality of being master of all as seen in the quoted text above. 
Hence the referred words do not speak of Vishnu. Pradhaana being 
referred to as avyakta suits well in view of a similar expression that 
says “pradhaana stays encircling mahat” indicating the superiority 
of pradhaana over mahat. 
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Based on the statement in Bhaallaveya sruti that says “all names 
speak of him” it can be understood that all the words like avyakta 
address Vishnu. There is usage as well in support of it as in the case 
of Pippalaada text of vedas that calls him “avyaktam achalam 
shaantam”, Chandogya upanishat that calls him jeeva in its 
expression “anena jeevena aatmana”. The words fit in Vishnu on 
account of their inherent meanings like “he is avyakta, 
incognigible on account of him being too small in size” and “he is 
Jeeva since he enables the individuals to live”. The extreme size is 
described in pippalaada sruti as “yat tat sookshmam paramam 
veditavyam” thus showing that it is Vishnu who is primarily 
addressed by the said words. 


Though the words mahat and chamasa are popular in mahat-tatva 
and the specific vessel used in yajna, they have been considered as 
primarily addressing Vishnu and the head respectively as indicated 
in upanishats such as “mahaantam vibhum aatmaanam” and 
“idam tacchirah esha hi arvaagbilah chamasah” and based on 
their inherent meanings. Similarly here, though the words like 
avyakta are popular in other objects, they speak of God in their 
primary sense. Others get those names because they are related to 
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those forms of God that have the respective names. This is also so 
for the purpose of dispensing worldly activities. In view of this 


arrangement, there is no possibility of a chaos on account of 
anything getting addressed by any name. 


Mundakopanishat says “tamaivekam jaanatha aatmaanam anyaa 
vaacho vimunchatha — know only aatma and discard all other 
talks”. Since it is only God that needs to be known and not 
anything else, by a seeker, the entire of vedas are meant to describe 
God. Hence though the words meaning avara — inferior and dukhi 
— one with pain do not fit in God, they do fit in on account of God 
having the control over the inferiority and pain available in others. 
He is the master of pain and hence he is called dukhi the way one 
who owns dhan ~ money is called dhani. On the same count, even 
the inferiority fits in him as the one who causes the same in others. 
The expression that avyakta is superior to mahat also fits in God 
since he is superior to everyone and that includes mahat as well. 
Hence it is only Hari, who is addressed primarily by the words 
avyakta etc. 


This chapter has one sootra “tadadheenatvaat arthavat” that says 
when the attributes are under the control of one person, he would 
be considered as the one possessing them. While applicability of 
the inherent meaning of a word is considered to mean possession 
of that quality, whether or not independence in controlling a 
particular object (or aspect) can be considered as a reason to 
address a person with that word is the doubt. 


Though a king has freedom in the matter of jail term for his 
servant, never is it said that the king has been jailed when his 
servant is jailed. However, when the soldiers win a war, it is 
always said that the king won it. This being the case, it is seen that 
though the aspect of king’s imprisonment is a possibility, the 
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servants imprisonment is not termed as king’s on account of it 
being a negative aspect. In the absence of a negativity, freedom in 
the matter becomes a reason for the assignment of servant’s 
attribute to the master. 


Thus, on account of the discussions in the earlier three sections, in 
the sootra antaryaam-yadhi-daivaadishu etc, leading to confirming 
the fact of Hari having the total control on _ everything 
independently, it is valid to say that the words like baddha, dukhi 
etc also speak of him. So says the script “Since everything is under 
his control, he is addressed by their respective names”. 


The benefit of this chapter lies in raising an objection on the 
contention of sootra “tattu samanvayaat’” in stating that all words 
speak of God and its resolution. 
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Jyothirupakrmaattu tathaahi adheeyata eke — 2 
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The aspects of existing things like deities and their gradation has 
been discussed in the previous chapter. This chapter deals with the 
achievable aspects of tasks and their gradation. Hence has the 
sequence of continuity with the previous one. 


Whether the words like jyothi, as appearing in the sentences 
describing actions like “vasante vasante jyotishaa yajeta — The 
jyothishthoma homa should be performed in every spring month” 
speak of Vishnu or other things like the actions is the doubt. 


The poorvapaksha says, the referred words speak of karma, the 
tasks etc. For, they are known to exist in the scripts speaking of 
actions like jyothishtoma. If we are to ignore the usage and 
consider them as speaking of Brahma, then there would be no 
words describing the tasks, their accessories, their sequence, their 
deities, the auspicious time, eligibility stipulations for them etc 
leading to non-performance of such prescribed tasks. If we are to 
say that the tasks etc are also addressed by the said words like 
jyothi on account of them being related to God having that name, it 
would mean a secondary treatment (lakshana vritti) and that is not 
proper. (This is like saying “the village is in Ganga”. The word 
Ganga here means its bank and not the waters. This treatment is 
called lakshana vritti and that is acceptable only when the primary 
meaning does not fit in and not out of fancy). This apart, there is 
no usage of the words like jyothi in Vishnu. Hence only the 
etymological meaning needs to be adopted to satisfy the quality of 
gunapoorthi’ — completeness of all qualities. The etymological 
meaning is weak vis-a-vis the usage. If we are to adopt the 
etymological meaning to satisfy the rule that all words speak of 
God, then on the same logic, even the components of each word 
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also would be speaking of God. When each component speaks of 
God, then the word as a whole would not be speaking of him. 
Hence we cannot adopt etymological meaning. Let us take the 
word jyothishtoma for understanding this aspect. The word is made 
of two components viz. jyothih and stoma. If both words mean 
God, it would sound like GodGod and does not communicate 
anything. 
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Aitareya upanishat indicates how the words are to be interpreted in 
favour of Brahma without diluting their meaning in usage. It says 
“tam shatam varshaani abhyaarchat, tasmaat  shatarchinah 
shatarchrinah ityaachaakshate — Since he entered (archni) 
Chaturmukha for a hundred (shatam) years, he is called 
shatarchi”. This is just illustrative to show how all words speak of 
Vishnu by their mahaayoga vritti — the ultimate etymological 
sense. These words speak of Vishnu even by the usage of the 
learned people. The said Upanishat then proceeds to say “taa vaa 
etaah sarve richa, sarve vedaah, sarve ghooshaah, ekaiva 
vyaahritih praana eva” asserting that all the components of all the 
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vedic texts and even their sound speak of Vishnu (indicated by the 
word praana) in their primary sense. The words like “madhu” have 
their usage in objects like “honey”. Without discarding the said 
meaning, the words are used in madhu vidya etc to denote God in 
their ultimate primary sense (maha-yoga-vritti) as “asou vaa 
aadityo deva madhu” to facilitate upaasana. Similarly, the words 
jyothi etc mean God in their ultimate primary sense without 
discarding their usage in other aspects. Hence there is no hurdle in 
understanding the karma aspects through such words. As regards 
the objection relating the components speaking of God, there is no 
trouble there. The meaning of components is taken to derive the 
meaning of the whole as Vishnu. The word jyothi thus means “the 
one in whom the entire of universe that is born, is stationed” 
(jaatam otam yasmin asou — jyothih). Hence it is Hari who is the 
one addressed primarily by the words like jyothih. 


The benefit of this chapter is similar to that of the previous chapter. 
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In the previous chapter, it is described that though the popular 
usage of the words like jyothi is not available to point at Vishnu, 
the not so popular etymological meaning has been shown to 
address him. This chapter shows how even the popular meaning of 
the words associated with numbers like panchajana would fit in 
Vishnu. Hence it has the sequence of continuance with the previous 
chapter. 


In Brihadaranyaka upanishat, we find a description “taddevaa 
Jyothishaam jyothih aayurhopaasate amritam, yasmin pancha 
pancha janaah_ aakaashascha_pratishtitah, tamea  manye 
aatmaanam vidvaan brahma amrito amritam”. The expression 
“pancha pancha janaah” here speaks of persons qualified by the 
numeral five — Five persons. Whether this expression “Five 
persons” speaks of “praana, chakshu, shrotram, manah, anna” 
who are indicated as reference points (with suffix sya) in the next 
sentence as “praanasya praanam” etc or God who is described as 
the subject in dviteeya vibhakti (with suffix “m” etc”) is the 
question. The poorvapaksha says that these expressions speak of 
others like praana who are different from Vishnu. For the 
expression speaks of plurality. God is described as “ekameva 
advitivam — He is one and the only with no second” and hence 
plurality does not fit in him. We cannot even consider him as plural 
on account of the referred five being under his control. Though 
there are many servants, a king is not addressed in plural. Though 
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earlier plurality is considered in sootra “guham_pravishtou 
aatmaanou..”, that was an exception because of a hurdle in 
considering the attribute “guhapravishtatva” for counting others. 
There is no such constraint here to have an exception for the rule 
that “single cannot have plurality”. The one in whom the five 
persons are present is referred to by the name aatma, meaning 
Brahma. If other names like praana also speak of Brahma, it 
would mean like the same person is the container and the content, 
which is illogical. 
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In the sentence subsequent to the one in discussion, Upanishat says 
“praanasya praanam, chakshushah chakshuh, srotrasya srotram, 
annasya annam, manaso manah’’. The later ones in the above pairs 
that are in dviteeya vibhakti (praanam, chakshuh, srotram etc) are 
the attributes of Vishnu. (the upanishat says “he is the praana of 
praana, eye of eye, ear of ear, food of food and mind of mind” 
indicating that he is the one who is providing all the things their 
respective capabilities. This quality is specific to Vishnu). Hence 
all the five referred individuals are the forms of Vishnu. These 
forms are the primary ones, addressed by the words both by their 
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expression and by their meaning, vis-a-vis those addressed by the 
former words of the pairs referred to above shown in their Shashti 
vibhakti (praanasya, chakshushah, srotrasya etc). Even the vedic 
texts referred to earlier like “naamaani sarvaani’, “taavaa etaa” 
that say that all words speak of Vishnu also stand in support. 
Though Vishnu is one, the plurality fits in him on account of him 
having many forms. These forms are no different from him but are 
transacted as different on account of vishesha and for the same 
reason, one staying in another also fits in though such one and the 
another are one and the same. Thus it is quite logical to say that the 
forms named by the word “panchajana” are staying in the one 
specified as staying in the physical body. 


Though “anna” as quoted above from the kanvasruti is not found 
in maadhyandinaayana sruti, the count of five gets satisfied by 
including jyothi referred to in the previous sentence. Thus those 
depicted by the words praana etc in dviteeya vibhakti are none 
other than the five forms of God. 


In this section, the benefit of all chapters is similar to the one 
indicated in the previous chapter. 
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Though one staying in oneself is possible as in the case of “time 
always exists”, a thing being its own cause is not seen anywhere. 
Hence such an expression is not valid. This chapter is based on the 
said invalidity and hence has a different doubt from the earlier one. 


In the brahma valli of taittireeya upanishat, there is a description 
that says “aatmana aakaashah sambhootah aakaashaad vaayuh — 
aakaasha takes birth from aatma and vaayu takes birth from 
aakaasha” etc. The word aakasha is described here as the one that 
is a cause of something and an effect of something else. Whether 
this word “aakasha” speaks of Vishnu or the physical sky etc is the 
doubt. 


Poorvapaksha — Vishnu cannot be an effect (result) of anything. 
For, he is described as “na jaayate na mriyate — he is neither born 
nor does he die”. This being so, it is absurd to consider him to be 
his own creator. The cause-effect aspect can be construed not just 
in the case of a creator and the created but also in the case of the 
one that facilitates manifestation and the manifested, as in the case 
of common sait causing the manifestation of the taste in soup. 
Even if this meaning is adopted, it does not fit in the case of 
aakaasha since the manifester and the manifested cannot be one 
and the same. Can it be that the name of one who is under one’s 
control is used for the master as in the case of the deities like agni 
who get the names of agni, the fire? No, in the case of one taking 
birth from another, such an usage is not possible. The name 
shooraja can be there for the son of shoora but not for shoora 
himself. The rule “naamaani sarvaani..” that all names address 
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Vishnu needs to be limited to exclude the words like aakaasha and 
that such words need to be considered as speaking others only as 
otherwise the very birth of aakaasha becomes unauthentic. 
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It is only the forms of Vishnu, that regulate aakaasha etc, that are 
called by such names. The fact of such control is made clear in 
Brihadaaranyaka upanishat that says “ya aakaashe tishtan.. - one 
who stays in aakaasha, who is unknown to aakaasha.. and 
regulates aakaasha” etc. As regards the cause-effect concept it is 
not in the sense of creator and created but in the sense of 
manifester and manifested. As and when the objects like vaayu are 
created, the forms of Vishnu staying in and regulating such things 
get manifested. Since there is no hurdle in applying the rule 
“naamaani sarvaani”, there is no need to find an exception here. 
Thus since there is no hurdle, there are supporting aspects in 
support of treating the words like aakaasha as speaking of Vishnu, 
as Clarified in the sootra “jyotirupakramaat..”, the names can 
primarily address Vishnu without impacting their usage in other 
objects and there is no hurdle in describing the creation of 
aakaasha etc, the one primarily addressed by the words aakaasha 
is Vishnu alone. 
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This chapter begins with a question “If the usage of the words 
aakaasha etc are considered as valid while stating that those words 
address Vishnu, then those words should be considered as primarily 
addressing such other things on par with Vishnu, the way it is so in 
the case of word aksha”. Hence this chapter has the sequence of 
objection with the previous chapter. 
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Whether the primariness in addressing Vishnu and others by the 
words is on par for both or that it is higher in Vishnu and lower in 
others is the question. 


Poorvapaksha — We find that the words like “aksha” address many 
objects on par primarily. The word speaks of “aksha — the dice”, 
“akshaamsha — the latitude”, “pratyaksha — the sensory 
knowledge” all in their primary sense and on par. It should be 
similar in the case of words addressing Vishnu and others also in 
their primary sense. If this is not so and considered as addressing 
others in lower sense it would then mean mukhyavritti (primary 
sense) to be lakshana vritti (secondary sense). If the primariness is 
higher in God, the usage also should be with him and not with the 
worldly aspects. Since it is only knowledge of God that leads to 
moksha, the words addressing the deities or describing the tasks 
and so on, though in lower primariness, are of no use for the seeker 
who does not have a desire for anything else. This apart, it is not 
proper to say that since the reason for using a word is with God (as 
the one having the quality described by the said word) the 
primariness is higher in him. Such a quality lies in others as well. It 
is not even on the count that the things described by such words 
are under his own control. Chandogya upanishat says “when jeeva 
leaves a particular branch (of the tree), that branch dries out” 
indicating that the control lies with jeeva. Another script says “all 
the worlds are driven by Vaayu” thus indicating that everything is 
under the control of Vaayu. Hence both jeeva and Vaayu should be 
considered as primary addresses like God. 


Rare | sat serdsftha geet Fea, saa dha 
wfearrankRa arena, gt ae wfSATTasfe 


HOM MWscAERy seauseqaat: | Hsaaenecaear 
gosta patel dees Va | Sarat IAAT 
decaitradt Terra een i wet g frwRa 


dregs: sft CARRE HaIROTaAG: AAMAS th 4 


The primariness in address of all words is higher in Brahma vis-a- 
vis in others. In others it is lower in its intensity. This is similar to 
the treatment of “usage-inherent meaning” and “gouna-lakshana” 
ways of expressions. Though there is usage in God and others, 
there is a difference by virtue of them being “vidwadroodhi- 
ajnaroodhi (usage of the learned and usage of the common man). 
Similarly, though there is yoga (availability of quality described by 
the word) of the words in God and others there is a difference in 
being “mahayoga and yoga”. Thus the words speak of Vishnu in 
the ultra-primary sense through vidwadroodhi and mahaayoga. 
While being so, the words are applied in others in their 
mukhyavritti — primary sense. The way children call the picture of 
a lion as lion, the common men use the words in addressing others 
only and hence their usage in others. The usage of words in others 
in karma, deity etc in veda is meant to enable knowledge of God. 
The independence of jeeva etc in the quoted texts belongs to God 
who stays in them as energizer and regulator as has been explained 
in the chapter “praanas-tatha-anugamaat” (1-1-12). 


The benefit of this chapter is in raising an objection on the decision 
that all words speak of Vishnu in their primary sense as explained 
in the sootra “tattu samanvayaat’ and its resolution. 
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The conclusion that all the primariness of words is higher in 
addressing Vishnu and lower for others is incorrect. For, the words 
in feminine gender cannot speak of Vishnu in their primary sense. 
When the primariness itself is not possible, where is the question 
of it being higher. This chapter that begins with this doubt has the 
sequence of objection with the previous one. 


Whether the words like prakriti as they appear in the statements 
like “eshaa hyeva prakritih avikritih” etc, that are in feminine 
gender address Vishnu or others is the doubt. Poorvapaksha says, 
they speak of others. For, they are known to address others only 
and they are in feminine gender. Femininity does not fit in 
paramapurusha — the supreme-man. Since the scripts (nainam 
vaachaa striyam bruvan — vedas do not say that he is a woman) 
negate a femininity in God, it is not possible to consider that God 
is a women even in one of its forms. Though the words like 
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“Brahma” that speak of God are in neutral gender, it is only 
because the words are like that, as in the case of kalatram that 
means wife. It is not so here — there is no evidence to consider 
them as such. These words can be considered as an exception to 
the rule that all words speak of God. The rule of antaryaami (one 
controlling a thing gets addressed by the name of such thing) 
cannot be applied and said that since he has the control of prakriti 
etc, he is called by such names. Just because some one has 
controlled his wife, he would not be called “wife”. 
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Vatsa sruti says “hanta etameva purusham sarvaani naamaani 
abhivadanti — it is a surprise that all names speak of this person 
alone” and illustrates it with the rivers culminating in the sea. 
Thus, generically, it is confirmed that all names speak of Vishnu. 
Swetashvatara upanishat says “know that maya is prakriti” and 
another script says “O! Ananta, your desire is called prakriti and 
vaasana”. Thus, God’s desire is called prakriti. As narrated in 
paingee sruti (so abhidhyaa sa jootih”, he is himself his desire). 
Thus, it is valid to say he is addressed by the word prakriti. The 
same paingee sruti says “esha stree esha purushah esha 
prakritih..” thus directly stating that God is addressed as prakriti 
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and purusha. The etymological meaning of prakriti is as follows — 
He enters prakriti, modifies it into mahat etc and through his own 
multiple forms regulates all such things. Thus he is the one who 
possesses prakrishta aakriti (many forms). Hence he is called 
prakriti. 


After all, who is a woman? The one who causes birth of a child 
directly. Vishnu also does this. Sruti says him to be “bhootayoni — 
the one who causes birth of jeevas”. Hence he is stree — woman. 
Hence it stands confirmed that Hari is addressed in their primary 
sense by all words like prakriti etc that are in feminine gender. 
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Since poorvapaksha of this chapter begins with a difference from 
that of the previous, it has the sequence with the earlier one. 


Whether the words like asat, shoonya as are found in the vedic 
texts like “asadvaa idamagra aaseet” etc speak of God or others is 
the question. Poorvapaksha says, though it is proper to accept 
femininity to God as it does not demean his nature, the words like 
asat that are in the form of negation cannot be treated as such. 
Considering such words to mean God would amount to demeaning 
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him. The other possibility of considering him to be addressed by 
such words on account of him having the total control is also not 
there. What control can be there on asat - a thing that does not 
exist? Hence the words like asat speak of others and not God. 
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Though it is true that the words like shoonya with their known 
meanings do not fit in God, their etymological meaning as stated in 
smritis do fit in him. The word shoonya means “sham oonam 
kurute — one who reduces the pleasure (of demons)”. A thing is 
asat — non-existent because God has desired it to be so. The cat 
does not have horns because God has desired not to provide them 
to cats. Thus, non-existence is also under the control of God. 
Hence it is only Hari who is addressed by the words like asat, 
shoonya etc in their primary sense. 
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In the previous division it has been proved that all words speak of 
Vishnu alone in their primary sense. Now in this division, the said 
fact is reiterated by removal of apparent contradictions for the 
same. The contradictions are basically from logical deductions, 
other philosophies, Vedic texts and from vedic texts that are 
supported by yukti, logic. 
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Smrit-yanavakaasha-dosha-prasanga iti chenna-anya-smrit- 
yanavakaasha-dosha-prasangaat — 1 
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A suspicion is raised on the propriety of samanvaya of vedic words 
done in the previous division in the matter of Vishnu being the 
creator of the universe. The poorvapaksha says that he is not, for 
this contradicts several authored (smritis) and unauthored (vedic) 
texts that propound others like siva as the creators of this universe. 
The said smritis are written by Siva and others who are well 
known to be omniscients. Thus these texts have the advantage of 
being aapti moola — written by a knowledgeable person. Veda 
however does not have this advantage since it is not written by 
anyone. Thus smritis stand stronger vis-a-vis Vedas. In the opinion 
of Kaanaada (founder of vaisheshika theory) and others, Vedas are 
also considered as authored texts (pourusheya). In spite of that, 
they are weak for the reason that their presentation of subject is 
unclear and scattered while that of smritis is clear and unambigous. 


Smritis are many in number and with each one projecting some or 
the other deity as the creator of the universe, they stand opposing 
each other. This conflict can be resolved by interpreting them to 
refer a particular time zone and / or place. While what one smriti 
says is with reference to a particular yuga, manvantara etc., the 
other refers to some other yuga, manvantara etc. Thus where one 
smriti says that Siva is the creator and another says it is Paarvati 
and the third projects Soorya, all of them are true since they are 
referring to different periods. This resolution of conflict can also be 
done by referring to different geographic locations instead of time 
windows. 

Thus, the conclusion arrived in the previous division through 
samanvaya of Vedas that Vishnu alone is the creator etc stands 
negated. 
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There is one rule in poorva meemamsa that says since smritis have 
their origin based on Vedas, if some smriti contradicts Vedas, that 
part of the smriti be ignored (virodhe tu anapeksham). This rule 
however is not applicable in the present case, since smritis are not 
counted as offshoots of Veda but as independent of it and based on 
the physical perception of the omniscient writer. 
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If the authenticity of (praamaanyam) of vedas are to be suspected 
for the reason that its contents contradict those of smritis like 
Paashupataagama, then for the reason, the referred smritis are to 
be treated as apramaana (unauthentic) since their contents 
contradict the contents of other smritis like pancharaatraagama 
that are written by absolute omniscients like Vishnu. It cannot even 
be said that the smritis like Paashupata-agama and_ Pancha- 
raatra-agama stand on equal footing and that they can only cause 
a doubt, for that reason, but not a conclusion on the unauthenticity 
of any one. Pancha-raatra-agama is more powerful than the 
others for the following reasons: 
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i. This is written by Vishnu who is considered as more 
knowledgeable than the authors of Paasupaata-agama etc. 
Pancha-raatra-agama has the backing of Vedas — in the 


sense, the contents of this book have supportive texts in 
Vedas. 


tJ 


Thus authenticity of Vedas cannot be questioned just because some 
or the other smriti contradicts them. 


Though the contents of Vedas are difficult to understand for the 
reasons of them being unclear and scattered in nature, their 
meanings are clear and unambiguous when read in conjunction 
with other texts like puraana and itihaasa. Hence the defect 
pointed out by poorvapaksha stands vitiated. 


In fact, the smritis like Paashupaata-agama are themselves 
unauthentic for the reason that the results of performance of some 
tasks as explained in them, are not obtained on such performance. 
Even where obtained, they are not in the same sequence or form as 
explained in the said texts. Hence they cannot be considered as 
aapta vaakya. (To be an aapta vaakya, a sentence needs to be 
constructed by an expert in the subject, who has no defect of 
expression or an intent of deceit, for the benefit of a genuine 
learner whom the author considers as fit and eligible for such 
knowledge and that the occasion should not be that of a casual 
chat, humor, imitation of others etc. In this case, since the said 
results are not obtained on performance, the knowledge and intent 
of the author become questionable and hence not an aapta vaakya). 


Though in the earlier chapter (shaastra-yonitvaat) this subject is 
discussed to dispel the authenticity of smritis that do not fall in line 
with Vedas, it is discussed here again based on the presentation of 
the poorvapaksha that such smritis are authentic on account of 
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realization of the stated results on performing the prescribed tasks. 
While some stated results are realized, some or not. If authenticity 
is to be implied based on realization, it would be equally fair to 
imply inauthenticity based on non-realization. 
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In the previous chapter, it was decided that the smritis that are not 
in line with Vedas are unauthentic since the results explained in 
them could not be realized on performing the acts prescribed for 
the same. This is equally true even in the case of Vedas and smritis 
that follow Vedas. How then can we discriminate between them 
and call some as authentic and some not? Veda says “those who 
desire rains should perform kaareeri yaaga” and we do not receive 
rains even after performing the said yaaga. Thus, even vedas and 
smritis following them, are also unauthentic. 
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Vedas themselves say that they are eternal. It has also been 
discussed and proved in the previous division that Vedas are 
apaurusheya — unauthored. An apaurusheya sentence cannot be 
defective since it does not have the essentials of a cause of defect. 
Since the subject matter of Vedas are beyond the perception of 
eyes, ears etc, they cannot be demonstrated in a lab to prove the 
authenticity. Hence they have to be accepted as self authentic like 
the knowledge we obtain from the senses. Would anybody seek an 
evidence of authenticity for what he sees book as a book? It is self 
authentic. So are Vedas. 


Non realization of results narrated in Vedas is not because Vedas 
have lied but because the performer has his own limitations that 
are blocking the realization. As otherwise, how come the results 
are obtained by some others? This logic however cannot be 
extended to other smritis since their very basis of authenticity is on 
the realization of results. 
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Abhimaani-vyapadeshastu-vishesha-anugatibhyaam - 3 
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The previous chapter dealt with the doubt on the authenticity of 
Vedas based on non-realization of results spelt therein. This chapter 
deals with the statements in Veda that are illogical and cause 
abandoning of their apparent meaning. Some vedic texts sound 
absurd. To illustrate, they say that the clay spoke, water spoke, fire 
Saw etc. Whether these statements are to be considered authentic or 
not. Though it is clear that the present day clay etc are inert objects 
that cannot speak, the doubt now is on capabilities of clay etc that 
existed at the time of creation of universe. The poorvapaksha says 
that even the initial clay could not have spoken since even that was 
jada (inert material) and that it was after all clay (had the mritva 
dharma). How can an inert material which is devoid of senses of 
perception and action perform any act? This conclusion however 
has a technical flaw viz. dharmigraahaka maana baadha (In the 
derivation that initial clay could not have spoken, the reasoning 
adopted is that it was jada. Now, the question is how did we know 
that it was jada. It is through vedas, for a past object cannot be 
known through pratyaksha — perception. This means, that the logic 
is dependent on Veda. In technical terms, Veda is upajeevya and 
logic based on it is upajeevaka. Since the logic is dependent on 
Veda, it cannot confront its very guardian, veda). 


The poorvapakshi now says that he does not base his logic on Veda 
for adducing the existence of jadatva in the initial clay but through 


mareraenrate: fecfareary Wert: Ure: 163 


another logic that it is the cause of the present day clay which is 
known to be jada - Since the initial clay was the cause of present 
day clay and since the present day clay is jada, it is but logical to 
infer that the initial clay was also jada. Hence the logic that initial 
clay could not have spoken because it was jada is not marred by 
the opposition of an upajeevya pramaana. 


If some texts of Veda are thus proved to be unauthentic, it needs to 
be extrapolated to mean that all vedic texts are unauthentic. 
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As explained earlier, Vedas cannot be wrong since they are 
unauthored (apourusheya). It is also true that the inert materials 
cannot speak or see. Thus, in order to resolve the conflict, some 
assumptions are to be brought in place. They are, that there are 
regulatory deities for the jada objects of clay, water etc. These 
deities have bodies of their own that would facilitate functions like 
talking and seeing. Though these deities have bodies, they are not 
visible to all on account of their power to remain invisible. These 
assumptions are not baseless — They have the support of a logic of 
inevitability to resolve the referred context, that of the statement in 
bhavishyat-puraana that the regulatory deities have great strength 
and that of the perception of the wise people who have achieved an 
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elevated spiritual status. Hence it is reassured that Vedas are 
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This chapter begins with the objection that if the words in Vedas 
are to be interpreted to mean something beyond the apparent, for 
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the reason that the apparent meaning does not fit in to logic, why 
not for the same reason interpret the words like “sat” as in “sat 
eva soumya idam agre aseet” to mean other than Vishnu. The 


poorvapaksha explains how Vishnu cannot be considered as the 
creator of this universe as under: 


To be a cause, it should invariably exist in the immediate prior 
moment of creation. The praagabhava of the universe exists in the 
immediate prior moment of the creation of universe. Praagabhava 
means the abhaava, absence or vacuity of an object that exists 
prior to its creation. The other counterpart is Pradhvamsa- 
abhaava, the abhaava vacuity, which comes into existence post 
destruction of an object. 


Since praagabhava invariably exists before the creation, the one 
related to the universe and existed during the final deluge is 
considered by the poorvapakshi as the cause of the universe. There 
is an evidence in Vedas that says there was only ‘asat’ prior to 
creation and this asat is nothing but the praagabhava of the 
universe. 


The logic that “no existent material (bhaava padaartha) was 
present during deluge, for all existent materials would perish 
during deluge like the earthen pot, would also support the theory 
that there was nothing that can be considered as cause of the 
universe. 


Causes are a variety. The raw material is called upaadaana and the 
doer is called karta. Since nothing existed during the deluge, it is 
but natural to infer that the praagabhava, the vacuity itself was the 
doer as well. Even veda says that there was only asat, vaccum and 
that decided to create universe. 
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While the above is the proposition of one poorvapaksha, the other 
says that the universe got created on its own. There was no doer, 
the way we find no doer for an old wall to collapse. Another says, 
that the universe is created by some or the other jeeva, the way we 
see objects being created by jeevas. The third one says, the inert 
matter itself is the creator of the universe the way curd is created 
by milk. 
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Vishnu is considered as the cause of universe in the form of karta 
(doer) on account of the intelligence and intent he has in the 
creation. This cannot be attributed to a vacuum that primarily 
means non-existence of anything. The logic that all existent 
materials did not exist on their destruction is ill founded, for on 
destruction of anything, it leaves the debris or its cause material. 
This apart, the conclusion that there was no existent material 
during deluge has exceptions like “time”, “space” that makes the 
maxim infructuous. 
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Thus, there is no evidence to say that only vacuum existed during 
the deluge and hence it cannot be considered as a cause of any 
kind, let alone as the doer of the universe. The word asat in the 
vedic text does not refer to vacuum or praag-abhaava as indicated 


by the poorvapaksha but primarily means and addresses Vishnu as 
explained in the earlier chapter (1-4-29). 


The propositions that the universe got created on its own - without 
a doer, created by some jeeva or by the inert jada are all fraught 
with defect of non-existence of acceptable examples to prove their 


point. In all the quoted examples, it is well understood that there is 
some chetaana, living-being behind the tasks. 
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While the previous chapter began negating the very existence of 
Vishnu as a creator of the universe, his presence and role as a 
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creator is accepted here in this chapter but the theory that he alone 
is the creator is challenged. 


Mundaka Upanishat says that in moksha (salvation) everybody 
becomes one with God. No two different things can become one. 
Hence if the upanishat says that jeevas become one with God, it 
implies that they have been one and the same even earlier. Though 
the word “becomes” (indicated by “chvi” suffix — “ee” in “ekee”) 
denotes happening of something which did not exist earlier, it does 
not impact the concept of oneness of jeeva and God even before 
moksha. The status of jeeva and God is that of bheda-abheda 
(unity with difference). The word “becomes” denotes the removal 
of the “difference” component. The conflicting characteristics of 
God being omnipotent and jeeva having very limited capabilities 
can be resolved by excluding such attributes and considering only 
the core of chaitanya for understanding their unity. 
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The words of upanishat that Jeeva becomes one with God in 
moksha are not intended to speak of oneness between them but 
only to indicate an extraordinary similarity in moksha. The same 
upanishat clarifies this aspect through an example of pure water 
poured from a tumbler in a bucket already having water, the water 
of tumbler becomes similar to that of bucket. Had it been a union, 
there would not have been an increase in the volume in the bucket. 
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There is also no evidence of two different things, even if they have 
bheda-abheda relationship, becoming one. Hence becoming one 
would only mean, assembling at one place or coming in agreement 
of thoughts. We see such usage in “all the trekking teams have 
become one in the destination”, “the warring colleagues have 


become one” etc. Hence the fact that God alone is the creator 
remains unchallenged. 
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while the role of God as a creator of the universe was questioned in 
the previous chapter, whether or not he uses tools, raw materials 
and assistants, that are independent of him for such creation is the 
subject of discussion in this chapter. It is seen in the world that the 
creator of objects uses raw materials and tools for his creation. The 
existence of such raw materials and tools are not dependent on the 
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creator. Extending the logic, it can be inferred that God also has 
used tools and raw materials that are independent of him for their 
existence and attributes. Purusha sookta text of vedas says that 
God manifested himself along with water, earth and qualities like 
rasa (taste) while creating the universe. This indicates that he has 
used materials like earth, water etc that are independent of him. 


If God’s creation is to be taken as an exception to the rule that a 
creator uses tools etc that are independent of such creator because 
he is God, for the same reason, he should not have used even the 
tools etc that are dependent on him. Hence it is logical to say that 
God’s creation of universe has a necessity to use objects that are 
independent of him. Meaning, he is dependent on external objects 
for his creation — in a way, his independence is challenged. 
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Rigveda says “what (after all) was the base and what (after all) was 
the tool for God’s creation”? This expression is certainly not to 
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know or explain the base and tools used by God but a sarcastic one 
indicating their insignificant role. This could have been an inquiry 
had there been a reply in the subsequent text. That is absent. Thus, 
this text denies the existence and use of any independent object in 
support of the creation. 


While one vedic text says that there was neither a non-existent 
object nor an existent object (sat and asat) etc during deluge, the 
same text says in the same sentence that there existed tamas 
(darkness) and that everything else was hidden in tamas. This also 
confirms the fact that things existed during deluge but they were 
not active and significant enough to be considered as existing. A 
negation of their existence would thus mean a negation of their 
independence and not of a factual existence. 


Even the deities like praana who had played a significant role in 
the creation were also not independent since they were energized 
and propelled by God who entered and stayed in them. 


Another vedic text says that everything, of every object including 
its very existence, attributes, action etc are under the grace of God 
and hence wherever the vedic text says that objects like clay, water 
etc have caused the creation, it is God who has used such objects 
which are entirely at his command and disposal just to play with 
them and not as a necessity for his creations. 
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The conclusion in the previous chapter that nothing, including the 
deities like praana is independent is challenged in this chapter. 
Thereby, the premise that Vishnu alone was the creator of the 
universe is also questioned. 


It is the experience of all that we do the things like walking, 
talking, eating etc independent of anybody. Even the veda says 
(jeevat bhavanti bhootaani) that the objects around are created by 
jeevas. The maxim “jeevas are kartas (doers) because they are 
chetanas like God” also goes in support of the claim that jeevas are 
independent doers. We see around objects like pot being created by 
jeevas. It is quite logical to extrapolate this experience to infer that 
even the universe is created by independent jeevas. 
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If God is to be considered as the creator of everything, it needs to 
be assumed that he has a body. Since he is omnipresent, he should 
have been visible right in front of us now and at all times. But he is 
not. In order to resolve this conflict, we need to say that he is 
invisible. If he is thus not capable of being seen like the qualities of 
virtue and sin, then all the preachings of vedas to achieve his 
pratyaksha, physically seeing him is senseless. If is capable of 
being seen and still not seen, it would only mean that he does not 
exist. Thus too many assumptions are a defect in logic called 
kalpanagourava and even with all that, it cannot be concluded that 
he exists and that he is the creator. 


Another version of poorvapaksha is that be he the creator of the 
core aspects like mahat-tatva, ahankaara-tatva etc of the universe. 
Being primitive things and base materials they may not be the 
creation of jeevas. Why should we consider that him as the creator 
of small objects around us which are seen as creations of jeevas? 
This means that God alone is not the creator but jeevas as well. 
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Had jeeva been an independent doer, why then is he not able to do 
what is good to him and to avoid undesirable happenings to him? 
This itself proves that he is not independent. 


The inherent strength of jeeva is no different from him. Veda says 
that jeeva has no components. Hence if he were to be independent 
and be doing different tasks on his own, he should have been 
applying the same strength for every task, be it just lifting a blade 
of grass or a heavy box. That is not the fact. This also proves that 
he is not independent. 


If someone is not visible, it is not necessary that he does not exist. 
It could be due to the capability of remaining invisible and 
becoming visible at will like in the case of ghosts and deities. 
Hence not being seen cannot be construed as non-existence of 
God. 


Amongst the rules of interpretation, apoorvata (unusual) is 
considered a strong reason for accepting the meaning of a 
Statement when it means something strange. Thus the vedic 
statement “jeevaat bhavanti bhootaani” (objects are created by 
jeeva) need to be interpreted to mean God by the word jeeva, as 
otherwise there is nothing great if it says what is seen day in day 
out by everyone. 


The experience that we do the tasks independently is an illusion 
like the one of charvaaka who preaches that it is only this inert 
(jada) body that does the tasks. 


Since there is no evidence to show that jeeva is an independent 
doer, it is to be concluded that all tasks, not just those of creation 
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of primary materials of the universe, are done by God and that he 
alone is the independent doer. 
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The reasoning that jeeva should have been applying the same 
efforts for all tasks, small and big alike, since he does not have 
components holds good even for Vishnu. Veda says “neha naanaa 
asti kinchana” - there is no multiplicity in God. No sane person 
would spend equal amount of efforts for all tasks. Hence the 
objection raised for considering jeeva as doer holds good even for 
God. Moreover, to do anything one should have a body. Without 
eyes, ears, limbs etc how can anyone do any task? Veda says that 
God does not have eyes, ears, legs, hands. Hence he cannot be 
considered as doer. 
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Paingee text of Vedas says those aspects that contradict elsewhere 
do not do so in Vishnu. To illustrate, he is both manu as well as 
amanu meaning the one having knowledge as well as the one who 
is not so. The intent of the text is that he is manu because he knows 
everything and amanu because he cannot be known fully by 
anyone. He has the eternal capability to do anything that is 
impossible for anybody to do and even contradict the logical 
reasoning. He cannot be known by sheer maxims or logical 
reasoning which do not have the backing of vedas. Since jeeva 
does not have the aforesaid capabilities, God cannot be equated 
with jeeva to attribute him the contradictions that prevented 
declaring jeeva as doer. 


The statement in Veda that God does not have eyes etc is only to 
mean that he does not have a material body, not that he does not 
have any. He does have an eternal body that is made of his own 
natural jnaana, aananda etc and not that of physical matter. 
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While the previous chapter discussed whether or not God is 
capable of being a doer, the same is discussed here on the count of 
him deriving a benefit out of his tasks of creation of universe etc. 


If God derives any benefit out of his tasks of Creation etc., it 
would naturally mean that he did not have such benefits prior to 
Creation. That would mean that he is an incomplete person like 
any other. An incomplete person cannot be the creator of this huge 
universe. It cannot even be said that he does such tasks without a 
benefit. Even an idiot would not do anything without a benefit let 
alone God who is the wisest of all. It is not even that he does these 
tasks out of courtesy since he has nothing to achieve out of it as he 
is aaptakaama, the one who has eternally achieved everything that 
he had wanted to. 
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The tasks of creation of Universe etc are not done by God for any 
benefit for himself. They are just his natural activities similar to 
our activities of blinking, movement of hand and head while giving 
a lecture, jumping or singing out of joy and so on. Actions that do 
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not require efforts, like casual movement of fingers do not require 
a purpose and need not result in a benefit. Creation etc are similar 
to these effortless activities for God. It is just a play with no 
exertion for him. His activities are not without a benefit. God’s 
activities arising out of sympathy towards jeevas, have the benefit 
for jeevas though not for himself. 


Il do GIREUY F GYecardente aefafe 30 i Go Il 


Vaishamya-nairghrinye na saapekshatvaat-tathaahi darshayati - 10 


Nas a Hafersrmietea Parlecarcy 35 | i 3d SITET ATEN FT 3s I 


na karma-avibhaagaad-iti chenna-anaaditvaat; 
upapadyate chaapy-upalabhate cha; 


Bee ee ee 
faireadadcd oh adit ace: | 4 awfAfa ge: ver i ferson: 
akethte caus eubiattads asi ast weer 
Ra fers geeare caq: dereyogreed pattern 
Geen ator cdedacds AMAd fara ypdexpd HR 

ies Seascale dentate erreanee y 


It is said that God provides pleasures and pains to jeevas. Whether 
he depends on the karma of the respective jeevas while so 
providing the pleasures and pains or does he do so independent of 
karma. If does so depending on the karma, his independence 
becomes questionable. If he does not depend on karma, then he is 
seen as biased for bestowing favours for some and being cruel for 
others, for no reason. If he depends on karma, the question is 
whether such karma is done by jeevas independent of him or that 
he has only been responsible for the performance of such karma as 
well. If they are independent of him, then he cannot be called 
sarva karta (omnipotent) and the statement that he alone is 
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independent in absolute terms becomes invalid. If he has only got 
different karma done by jeevas, why then did he get bad tasks done 


by some and good by some others? The allegation of bias and 
cruelty remains intact. 
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The response to poorvapaksha is provided in two lots. Initially, the 
dependence of God on karma in providing pleasure and pains are 
discussed and in the second lot, his adherence to the eternal 
inherent nature of jeevas and their perpetual tasks without altering 
them is dealt with. 


God depends on karma of jeevas for providing them pleasures and 
pains for the following reasons: 


If he does not do so but provides pleasures and pains 
arbitrarily, it would certainly be a bias and cruelty. Hence 
he does not do so. 
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Vedas prescribe certain benefits for specified tasks and 
certain punishments for violation of certain dicta. If he does 
not base distribution of pleasures and pains on karma, then 
he would be invalidating vedas, which he would not do. 
Though he himself gets different karma done by jeevas, he 
does so based on their previous karma and hence it is not 
arbitrary. The previous karma, its previous and its previous 
etc are all under his control. Some one depending on things 
under control cannot be called as “dependent”. Hence his 
independence remains in tact. 

The question now is when the perpetual karma was also 
under his control, why then did he not change them though 
he was capable to do so. True! though he is capable, he has 
not done so since he has no obligation to do so and he is not 
bound by any duty or responsibility whatsoever. A non- 
performance would not attract him sin the way it does for 
jJeevas. He does not alter the nature of jeevas or their 
sequence of karma. Just because some one is capable of 
converting all crows in to swans by virtue of his mystic 
powers, he need not do such conversion. 

Getting the tasks done from jeevas based on their inherent 
qualities is itself equality and not otherwise. It would not be 
equality if all animals are fed with grass. It does not suit the 
camivorous ones, not even humans. 


Hence the allegation of a bias or cruelty is misconceived. Since 
God alone provides the pleasures and pains his sarvakartrutva — 
omnipotence stands vindicated. 
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After having dealt with individual traits of God in the earlier 
chapters on this section, this chapter, being the concluding one of 
this section deals with the absence of all defects and existence of 
all qualities in Vishnu generically. 


The objection here is based on the analogy of all jeevas having 
qualities as well as defects and since Vishnu is also a chetana like 
jeevas, he also has defects and cannot be considered as flawless. If 
he be treated so, it should also be accepted that he does not have 
even the qualities. For, wherever we find qualities, we also find 
defects and vice versa. 
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The reply is simple. Whoever has a desire to possess some thing 
and is capable of doing so, will possess it. Vishnu has a desire to 
possess all good qualities and is capable of doing so. Hence he has 
all good qualities in him. Similarly, whoever does not desire to 
have something and is capable of avoiding it, will avoid it. Vishnu 
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does not desire to have defects — which sane person would desire 
defects in him? He is capable of avoiding them and hence he does 
not have any defects. 


The Souparna text of Vedas says even those attributes that look 
contradictory in our perception stay in him in perfect order. Ex. A 
thing cannot be of miniature size and also of huge size. But Vishnu 
is described as anoraneeyaan — smaller than the smallest that one 
can even imagine and mahato maheeyaan — bigger than the biggest 
universe that we can imagine. 
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This section gets into the details of criticizing other philosophies 
that were hinted at in the earlier sutra “itareshaam ca 
anupalabdheh” (2-1-2). Other philosophies can be classifed into 
haituka and paashanda. Haitukas relay extensively on logical 
derivations and Paashandas are non believers of Vedas. Since 


haituka thoughts are more appealing, they are handled in the first 
instance. 
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The initial raw materials for the universe like mahat must have 
been created by some independent cause or by a cause of similar 
nature since it is a creation like any other creation of an earthen pot 
etc. With another maxim the said independent creator is inferred 
as “pradhaana (the subtle inert matter)” - Pradhana must be an 
independent creator, since it is an object, like water (that flows on 
its own), must be a self transformer like milk, since it is a dravya 
(physical matter). Thus, the creator of universe is not Vishnu. 
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The first maxim that infers on the existence of some creator is well 
accepted. However the second one that implies pradhaana as the 
creator or as the self transformer resulting in the formation of the 
universe are opposed by counter maxims viz. 
¢ The initial raw material like mahat is not an independent 
creator since it is Jada (an inert object) , like clay, stone 
etc. 
The initial raw material like mahat must have been created 
by achetana since it is a creation, like the pot etc. 


The counter arguments are also backed by the vedic statement that 
the rivers flow in the specific direction under the orders of Vishnu 
(as otherwise what could be the reason for the rivers descending 
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from mountains not to flow in any other direction — even the other 
directions had the gradient path with reference to the height of the 
mountain) and that Vishnu causes the transformation of milk into 
curds etc. 


Thus the philosophy that propounds the inert matter as the creator 
of the universe is faulty and hence cannot oppose the concept of 
Vishnu being the creator. 
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The faction of Saankhya philosophy that does not believe in the 
existence of God is a stronger opponent vis-a-vis the other faction 
which believes in his existence, on the aspect of Vishnu being the 
creator of the universe. Hence after discarding the said philosophy 


in the first instance, the other faction that believes in jada being the 
creator with the assistance of God is critically examined here. 


The way earth cannot do anything on its own, but transforms itself 
into grass etc with the assistance of rain, the inert matter also 
creates / transforms into universe when it is supported by God. 
Hence the creator of universe is the inert matter while God stands 
only in its support and not as its creator. 
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Maha Narayana Upanishat says that Vishnu enters every thing 
with no exception and steers them through their tasks. Hence, it 
can never be true that the inert matter, whose very existence and 
qualities are under the regulation of Vishnu, is the independent 
creator. Hence Vishnu cannot be considered a mere assistant in the 
creation of universe. 
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In this chapter, the validity of Charvaaka philosophy is examined. 
They say that the argument, adduced in discarding the earlier 
philosophies that jada either independently or in association with 
Vishnu is the creator of universe, is based on sruti (veda) and 
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anumaana (logic). Both of these are not accepted as authentic by 
Charvaakas. It is only the physical body that does the tasks. It is 
seen that the progeny is created by all with nothing like God 
intervening or supporting the task. In some cases like grape juice 
transforming into wine, it is just a natural process. Hence there is 
no sense in accepting God as the universal creator. 
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The Charvaaka philosophy does not believe in any tool other than 
perception for knowing the authenticity of anything. Hence, 
nothing that is non-perceivable exists. Thus the subject of this 
philosophy cannot be anything imperceivable. This does not teach 
even the perceivable. Hence there is no subject. There is a rule that 
a philosophy can be of any sense only when it teaches what is not 
known. Charvaaka philosophy has no unknown thing as its 
subject. They do not have a tool to deny the existence of dharma 
and adharma etc. They cannot be negated using perception since 
they are not perceivable. They cannot use anumaana “dharma etc 
do not exist, since they cannot be perceived”, for they do not 
recognize anumaana as a tool. Thus, their philosophy cannot boast 
of having “negating dharma etc” as its subject. 
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Their philosophy does not have a benefit as well. The unseen 
dharma, swarga, moksha etc cannot be the benefit. The seen 
aspects like money etc can be achieved through trade etc and hence 
philosophy finds no place in that. On the contrary, this philosophy 
leads to causing harm to others through snatching away others 
money and women. 


If it is said that this philosophy helps people in avoiding 
unnecessary trouble of following the religious practices, how does 


“help” benefit anyone? In the absence of virtues that “help” can 
bring, it is just a non-sense. 


Thus, the philosophy of charvaaka has neither a subject nor a 
benefit and is just a junk; unworthy to be counted as a philosophy 
and hence cannot cause any objection to the concept of Vishnu 
being the all-creator. 
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It is said in the previous chapter that in view of non-existence of a 
subject and benefit, the other philosophy is bad and hence cannot 
cause any objection to Vishnu being the creator of the universe. 
This is not true. There is an objection from saankhya philosophy 
that believes in the existence of God but says it is only the jada 
that causes the universe albeit with the association of chetana. 
Hence the sequence of objection. 


Whether it is proper to consider Vishnu as the creator or not is the 
question. Poorvapaksha says it is not proper. For, though jada 
alone could not act on its own for causing creation, it is seen in the 
world that the inert body does the tasks like brining the stones 
when associated with jeeva. This can be proved through anumaana 
as well - “The task under discussion (creation) is dispensed by the 
jada associated with jeeva, since it is a task, like the task of 
bringing a stone”. Thus in view of there being no hurdle in 
accepting jada associated with jeeva as a creator, the earlier 
conclusion that Vishnu is the creator has an objection from this 
saankhya philosophy. 
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Sankhya philosophy believes in Vedas. Hence a vedic text “nothing 
moves without you (Vishnu)” is quoted to discard the concept of 
jada being a creator. The actions by the body are also controlled by 
God. We see in the world people considering jeeva as the primary 
object and body being his associate not the way this philosophy 
presents jeeva as secondary to the inert body. Hence the anumaana 
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has the defect of the illustration being without saadhya, the thing 
to be proved. 


Hence this philosophy being defective cannot oppose the concept 
of Vishnu being the universal creator. 
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This chapter deals with another section of saankhyas who present 
jeeva as the primary entity that does the tasks in association with 
the jada body. The following aqnumaana evidences the fact of 
jeeva being the creator of universe — logic “Universal creation is 
done by jeeva in association with jada body since it is an action, 
like an action of lifting a stone”. Thus there is no purpose in 
accepting God as the creator. Since the vedic texts adducing 
Vishnu as the creator has an objection from the aforesaid 
anumaana, the said texts are to be treated as unauthentic. 
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Even after interchanging the primary and secondary from what was 
told by the earlier sect of saankhyas, it remains the fact that jeeva 
cannot do anything without a body. Obtaining a body is also an 
action. Whether this action was done while having a body or when 
he had no body? If he could have done this action without a body, 
why not all other actions? If he has done with some earlier body, 
whether securing that earlier body was, while having some other 
body or without it? If without it, then why not all other actions. If 
he had a third body at that time, the query continues with no end. 


If one material body is agreed to exist eternally with jeeva, what 
would happen in moksha when all material aspects are shred? It is 
amply explained in Vedas that one who has attained moksha will 
engage in lot of voluntary activities. How would they be possible 
without a body? 


Since jeeva is not capable of acquiring a body on his own, if it is to 
be accepted that God provides the body, then on the same logic, it 
is true that God only facilitates every action. Even the example of 
picking up a stone is defective in that it is also enabled by God and 
not done by jeeva independently. Hence this defective philosophy 
cannot oppose the concept of Vishnu being the all-creator. 
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This chapter deals with the thoughts of another sect of saankhyaas 
who believe in the existence of God. 


Since both God and jeeva are dravyas [All things are classified as 
dravya (matter), guna (attributes), karma (action), saamanya (the 
commonness amongst things), vishesha (uniqueness), samavaaya 
(the relationship between the cause and effect, between dravya and 
guna etc) and abhava (the absence)], they both have five generic 
qualities of sankhya (count), parimaana (size), prithaktva 
(identity), samyoga (cohesiveness) and vibhaaga (divisiveness). 
This apart, they have three other qualities that are essential for 
anyone who is a doer viz. jnaana (knowledge), iccha (desire) and 
prayatna (effort). Jeeva has 6 more qualities of samskaara, sukha, 
dukha, dvesha, dharma and adharma. Thus God has only eight 
qualities and there is no evidence of him having any other quality. 
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Since these vaisheshikas speak absurd, they pose no threat to the 
concept of Vishnu having innumerable qualities. Their absurdity is 
explained in terms of one of their concepts as under: 


They call the tiny indivisible particles of matter as “anu”. During 
creation two such anus join together to form one dvanuka. Three 
dvyanukas club together to form tryanuka and four tryanukas form 
one chaturanuka. Subsequent formations have no such limitations 
on numbers. According to them, the size of tryanuka causes the 
size of chaturanuka since both of them are considered as macro 
(mahat). However, the size of tryanuka is not caused by the size of 
dvyanuka, which is of anu parimaana (micro size) but by the 
number. The reasoning is that only similar objects can be the cause 
and effect. A dog cannot give birth to an elephant. Micro and 
Macro sizes are classified as of different class and hence there 
cannot be a cause and effect relationship between them. 


The entire of this concept is only a fig of their imagination. There 
is no evidence in support of this. In fact, there is nothing like an 
“indivisible” unit of matter. Even a millionth part of an atom is 
divisible. The classification of micro and macro itself is baseless. 
They are in fact relative. The statue of Sardar Patel is macro when 
viewed along the buildings around. However it is micro vis-a-vis 
the Himalayan mountains. 


If a micro size cannot cause a macro size just because they belong 
to two different classes, how then can a number, which is not even 
a size can cause a macro size? If the size of a tryanuka can cause 
the size of a chaturanuka, on the same logic, the size of dvyanuka 
should also be causing the size of tryanuka. 
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These vaisheshikas also say that the physical contact (samyoga) of 
the yarn strings is an indirect cause (asamavaayi kaarana) for the 
formation of cloth. Since there is no cloth without the physical 


union of the strings, the union itself cannot be considered as a 
cause for the cioth. 


There are three causes viz. Samavaayi (components), asamavaayi 
(ancilliaries like colour, size, contact and so on) and nimitta (like 
the doer, time, place, God’s will etc). Let us now examine the 
validity of nimitta kaarana in vaisheshika theory. God’s will is a 
nimitta kaarana. It exists eternally. The physical matter in the form 
of anu is also eternal. How then that the creation does not happen 
during pralaya, the deluge? When all the requirements for a 
creation exist, there is no reason the creation not happening. It 
cannot be said that “time” suitable for creation did not exist. They 
classify time based on the activities happening and not that time 
decides the activities. Had God’s will not been eternal, then it 
should be accepted that it also born — meaning, there is a cause 
even for that. Then, whether that cause is eternal? If yes, then there 
is no reason for creation not happening. If it is not eternal, then it 
should have one more cause and such an infinite argument is called 
anavastha, a defect in logic that cannot prove the point. 


Similarly, Vaisheshikas assign a relationship between matter and 
their attributes (like colour, odour etc.), the components and their 
object etc. This relationship is named as “samavaaya”. If this is 
true, then there should be one more relationship between 
samavaaya and the matter since they are different. That second 
relationship is also different from the matter and the first 
relationship. Hence there should be a third, a fourth and so on 
infinitely. This is absurd. Hence their concept that the components 
form the object through their samavaaya relationship is also 
senseless. 
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Thus the three casues explained by Vaisheshikas for the universal 
creation do not stand the test of reasoning and hence they cannot 
explain the creation itself. Similar is the case for aya — the deluge 
where the cause exists at all times but it does not happen at all 
times. 


The logic that anu is transient since they have colour like other 
materials we see around, also vitiates their theory of anu being 
eternal. 


A statement in Mahabharata Shantiparva condemns baseless logic 
and says that such a logic when professed, has caused someone to 
take birth as a wolf. 
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After disposing off the philosophy of atoms (anu) being the cause 
of universe, it is now time to examine the validity of another 
philosophy (that of vaibhaashika and soutrantika sects of 
Buddhists) that says bunch of atoms have caused the universe. 


According to them the entire of universe is classified as roopa, 
vijnaana, vedana, samjnaa, samskaara. Roopa consists of anu 
(atoms) of all material objects and senses. Unqualified knowledge 
(nirvikalpaka jnaanam) is vijnaana. Sorrow and pain form vedana. 
Pleasure is considered as absence of pain and hence even that is 
sometimes counted as vedana. Qualified knowledge (savikalpaka 
jnaanam) is samjna — eg. Hairy person, cow is going, Red Roses. 
Knowledge of these things registered in mind (vaasana) is 
samskaara. All these are satya (true things) and are nothing but 
bunches of atoms present in different shapes and sizes. Since only 
these bunches appear like various objects of book, table etc., there 
is no sense in considering something as their cause. 


A thing to be real, it should be doing some or the other task. Hence 
it is understood that these atoms keep creating their replica every 
moment. However, since the objects do not multiply due to such 
replication, it is evident that each atom creates its own replica 
every moment and destroys its own self in the same moment 
resulting in only of them being present at all times. This is like the 
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flame of a candle. Even though the individual particles are 
momentary, the flame is seen to be a continuous one. 


Since objects are getting created on account of time and actions, 
there is no room for assumption of the existence of God and of him 
being the creator of universe. Vedas are not considered as valid 
proof and hence there is no evidence for the existence of God. 
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Since these people are speaking non sense, their objection to 
Vishnu being the creator of universe does not hold water. Let us 
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examine their concepts. They say bunched atoms are the cause of 
objects. Single atom cannot be considered as bunched atom. Now, 
to consider an atom as a bunched one, it should be existing in close 
proximity to others. Without coming closer, an atom cannot be 
considered as a bunched one and till such time it becomes a 
bunched one, it cannot come closer, to cause a bunch. Thus, with 


this defect of anyonyaashraya — inter-dependence the concept gets 
disproved. 


If they are to say that it is not bunched atoms but scattered ones 
that cause the world, the scattered ones exist at all times the objects 
must be existing even during delusion. That is not true. Nothing 
exists during delusion. If they were to say that it is the perception 
caused by the atoms being close to each other, that results in them 
being viewed as objects and that such proximity does not exist 
during delusion, even that is not true. In their philosophy, 
everything is momentary including the person who is seeing and 
the object that is seen. The person sees an object in one moment, 
he needs to conceive the object based on the proximity of the 
atoms in the next moment and should act on it in the third moment. 
Now, the person in the first moment has changed in the second 
moment and the second one in the third moment. Similarly, the 
object has also changed during these three moments. What is seen 
is not there in the next moment and the person who has seen also 
changed in the next moment. How then can there be a perception 
that results in viewing an object as a book, table etc. Moreover, 
every atom creates its exact replica of itself and places it in its own 
place and then gets itself destroyed in the same moment. While this 
being so, how can a scattered atom cause another that is proximal 
to another? If an atom is to create its own replica in the same 
moment of its own birth, how can it be considered as its cause? To 
be a cause, it should exist in the immediate previous moment of its 
creation. 
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This chapter deals with the philosophy of that sect of Buddhists 
that speak of shoonya, the void (emptiness) as the cause of 
universe. This void is considered as something existing (bhaava) 
and not just an absence of everything. This void is spread across 
time and space with no boundaries and the universe gets created 
out of this void through the contact of samvriti, the ignorance. 
While this is so, it carries no purpose in imagining the existence of 
God . There is no evidence as well in support of his existence. 
Vedas are not considered as authentic and hence they cannot be 
accepted as evidence. Thus, the philosophy of Vishnu being the 
creator of universe stands opposed by this theory. 
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If a thing were to exist, it should have some or the other quality — 
at least a basic quality of “existence” (satva). The referred 
philosophy of Buddhists do not consider any quality (dharma) to 
exist in shoonya, the void. Such an object that does not even have 
an existence cannot cause the universe. Had it been so, even the 
sky flower should be generating the fragrance. Sky flower is a 
poetic expression of metaphor equating the sky to a flower. If they 
were to Say that universe is not created by shoonya but it is only 
this shoonya that appears as universe, even this is not an acceptable 
proposition. It is the experience of everyone that the world exists in 
reality and not just an appearance. Hence this philosophy stands 
defeated and cannot oppose the concept of Vishnu being the 


universal creator. 
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This sect of Buddhists consider that everything in the universe is 
nothing but knowledge (vijnaana). They accept vijnaana to be real 
and existing and hence the objection applicable to shoonya 
philosophy are not valid in this case. This vijnaana is eternal, 
flawless and real. It is from this vijnaana the universe is created 
and hence there is no purpose in accepting the existence of God. 
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The concept of non-existence of anything other than knowledge is 
contrary to the experience of everyone which perceives real and 
existing objects that are different from knowledge. Knowledge of 
an object and the object cannot be one and the same. It cannot also 
be deduced that both are one and the same on account of them 
being together at all times like the black colour and its knowledge. 
Both of them are perceived as different only. Knowledge is 
generated when an object is perceived and it dies out immediately 
leaving its impression in mind. However the objects stay back. 


Thus, even this philosophy is fraught with defects and cannot 
oppose the concept of Vishnu being the creator of universe. 


Il 36 AOSTA 35 I Yo I 


Naikasmin-asambhavaat - 11 


Il 96 Ud MTHICRPL 35 I 1 35 Fw Gafarecafarten feof: 35 tI 
36 BecaovaearcaMraaca Savane 3s Il 


evam cha aatma-akaartsnyam; na cha paryaayaadap-yavirodho 
vikaaraadibhya; antyaa-vasthite-shchobhaya-nityatvaad-avisheshaat; 


ST 8=QRMICEARTAMIRS OR = cheat | STRIATE 
a | fasten faerie ox 7 aft Gece: | a anita 
| HOORAY GURY Ud sed Waa 


~arearyHlater: fecfrarearel fect: ore: 203 


aa desea seagate wea were 
Vaya SF HF Asawa saa favenfete i 


This sootra discusses the validity of Jaina philosophy that says 
every other philosophy on the reality or otherwise of the universe 
is true. They say so in order to avoid being discarded on account of 
an opposition from such other thoughts. They say that this universe 
is sat, asat, Sadasat, satve sati sadvilakshanam, asatve sati 
asadvilakshanam and sadasatve sati sadasadvilakshanam. These 
terms would approximately mean “real, unreal, real and unreal, 
real but not real, unreal but not unreal, though real and unreal, it is 
not real and unreal respectively. 


Another significant feature of this philosophy is that they say that 
the size and shape of jeeva as equivalent to the body they occupy. 
How else would jeeva obtain experience from the senses? After all, 
senses need to be in contact with jeeva to facilitate getting the 
information from them, is their argument. 


While the universe comprising of the above said materials gets 
created through the visible / known means, there is no reason to 
accept the existence of God. 
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A thing can be real or unreal. All the remaining kinds of status are 
just contradicting imaginations without any proof of their 
existence. If all such things are to be accepted just to avoid 
collusion with other thoughts, acceptance of all would invariably 
invite the ire of every thought. 


If jeeva were to have the size of his physical body, what would 
happen to a jeeva presently bom as an ant takes birth as an 
elephant or vice versa? He would either remain in some remote 
corner of the elephant or stay far beyond the body of the ant. Either 
way, the concept of size being equivalent to that of the body gets 
defeated. If jeeva were to grow or shrink to fit into the body, it 
would mean that he is subject to mutation. Anything that mutates, 
meets an end sooner or later. Thus, it would mean jeeva has an end 
— which is not true even in their philosophy. 


Thus, this philosophy that has so many defects in itself cannot pose 
a threat to the concept of Vishnu being the creator of the universe. 
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The Paashupata philosophy accepts the world as real and hence 
has no self contradictions the way earlier philosophy had. 
However, this considers Pashupati, the deity who is also popular 
as Rudra as the creator of the universe but not Vishnu. The reason 
is, many scripts including those of veda speak of him to be 
omniscient and that he creates the universe including Hari, 
Hiranyagarbha using the raw material maaya. Thus, it opposes the 
theory of Vishnu being the creator of the universe. 


Percy i a oad d wp purtkafenearnsycaie: fears 
ae ee eee 


ch onan nad 


Since paashupatas believe in Veda, their thoughts are examined in 
the context of vedic scripts. Veda quotes goddess Lakshmi saying 
that she has the capability to make any one of her choice as Rudra 
etc and that she is obedient to Vishnu. With this, it is clear that 
Rudra is not independent. A person who is not independent cannot 
be the creator of the entire universe. 


During the main deluge everything would have gone. Hence Shiva 
(another name of Rudra) would also not possess a body and has no 
platform on which he could create the universe. One can be a 
creator only if he has a body that can be used as a tool and a 
platform on which he can build. Since both of them will not be 
available to Rudra during deluge, he cannot be considered as a 
creator of the universe. If for any reason, it is accepted that he had 
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a body. It is imperative that he had pains as well. Wherever a body 
exists, pain follows it. A person who is himself in pain cannot 
create the universe. 


Well these objections do not apply to Vishnu because the vedic and 
other scripts speak of a non-material body that is comprised of 
jnaana and ananda existing for him eternally. The rule that pain 
accompanies the body is only with reference to material bodies and 
not for those made of jnaana and aananda. 
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With the discarding of paashupata philosophy, all similar 
philosophies propounding Ganesha, Soorya etc as creators of the 
universe got discarded. However the one that says Shakti (other 
name for goddess Paarvati) as the universal creator is separately 
examined in view of some special defects in it. Since many scripts 
say that Shakti has created the universe, she should be accepted as 
the creator. Hence it is not Vishnu. 
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A female cannot create her off springs without the participation of 
4 male. Hence, it is not true that shakti, being a female has created 
Brahma etc. If it is to be said that her consort Shiva did associate 
with her in creation, the question now is whether he had the 
requisite knowledge and capability to cause the world. If he did 
not, he cannot be considered as a valid support. If he had, why then 
that he did not create the universe himself? 


With such defects, this philosophy cannot oppose the one that 
propounds Vishnu as the universal creator. 
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This section continues with the previous one by dispelling the 
objections in the ascending order of their strength as mentioned at 
the beginning of this division and also on the applicability of the 
Same as were posed to other philosophies in the fifth chapter of the 
previous section (under the sootra “om _ vipratishedaccha 
asamanjasam om”). 
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While this section deals with aspects relating to adhibhoota, 
adhidaiva, paramaatma and jeeva (matter, deities regulating the 
matter, God and jeeva respectively), it handles the simpler things 
first applying the soochi kataaha rule where those that can be 
removed using the needle are handled first and then those that need 
an axe. 


The word viyat used in the sootra represents the physical space and 
also its regulating deity. Whether or not viyat has an origin is the 
subject of discussion. Has anybody seen space being created anew? 
No. (Removing the clutter though referred to as creation of space 
in the common parlance, it is nothing but vacating the occupants 
and not creation of an earlier non-existent space). It is even 
logically valid to say that space is eternally existent since it is 
spread everywhere like time. Even Veda says anaadirvaa ayam 
aakaashah — this space has been existing eternally. Since this script 
is backed by the support of an experience (pratyaksha) and logic 
(yukti), it cannot be opposed by another vedic script that says 
aakaasha has been created by aatma. It cannot even be said that 
there are two spaces one of which is born and another has been 
since eternity. The way a jeeva is considered eternal with the 
expression “na jaayate na mriyate” the eternity of space also has to 
be accepted in the same primary perception. There is no reason to 
assign any secondary meaning to it. 
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The sky (space) is not eternal but born. There are many such 
statements as “aatmana aakaashah sambhootah” which mean that 
Space has been created by aatma, God. 


Birth, in a way would mean begetting something that is thrust by 
others. Men are born. This is nothing but them getting a new body 
from another with no option to say yes or no. This is called as 
paraadheena-vishesha-avaapti. Such a birth is available for both 
the physical space as well as its regulating deity. In view of this 
interpretation, the script that speaks of creation of space covers all 
subjects of the word viyat, this is more powerful than the one that 
speaks of eternity only to the physical space. This is also supported 
by the logic “space has birth, for it has limited strength like an 
earthen pot. Anything that has limited strength is seen to be born”. 
This apart, the word viyat should be construed to mean two types 
of spaces, the one that exists with no bounds and called avyaakrita 
aakaasha and another bhootaakaasha, the environmental space. 
The word also covers the abhimaani deities of the said avyaakrita 
and bhoota-aakaashas. Of the four, bhoota-akaasha is a created 
one. The other three are said to be born not because they did not 
exist earlier, but because they get paraadheena-vishesha. The word 
“born” thus gets two meanings and such an usage is not 
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uncommon, as in the usage of the name Brahma for both Vishnu 
and Chaturmukha depending on the context. 


On the same lines, even those that are said to be eternally existing 
viz., prakriti, jeeva, kaala (time), veda, mahat-tatva, ahankaara 
tatva, manas tatva, buddhi tatva etc are also considered as born on 
account of them getting paraadheena-vishesha. 
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This chapter discusses birth of Vaayu. There is no dispute in the 
matter of birth of material vaayu, air. However, it is not so in the 
case of the deity vaayu who is said to be ever existing. The 
question here is whether Vaayu has even the kind of birth defined 
as paraadheena-vishesha-avaapti. While explaining the position 
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of five basic elements, Veda says that the other four viz. tejas, 
aapa, prithivi and aakaasha are not eternal but vaayu is and that it 
is a well known fact. The interpretation offered for aakaasha in 
considering the material one as physically born and the others as 
having acquired a special status does not hold good here. For, this 
vedic statement clearly isolates vaayu from others including 
aakaasha and says he is not born. It cannot even be inferred to say 
that the quoted vedic script refers to physical matter when it says 
tejas etc are born and the deity is eternal. For, if that be the case, it 
is same for all jeevas and hence what is special to specify vaayu as 
eternal? Another Rigvedic hymn says that all deities who had 
earlier obtained sacred knowledge from vaayu, have met in a 
secluded place along with Sun and prayed vaayu. Another vedic 
script says that vaayu neither rises nor sets. The logic “vaayu is not 
born, for he is super eternal and a superior chetana like Vishnu” 
also supports the fact that vaayu did not have even the birth in the 
form of paraadheena-vishesha-avaapti. 
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Vaayu certainly has the birth in the form of acquisition of a body 
which in turn means paraadheena-vishesha-avaapti. The vedic 
script that vaayu is created by praana confirms the same. The logic 
of limited strength as described in the previous chapter holds good 
here as well in support of vaayu’s birth. Had he not had a birth in 
the form of acquisition of a body, he would have been equal to God 
and there cannot be two Gods. 
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The vedic scripts that distinguish Vaayu from others and speak of 
him being ever existing is in the context of him having all 
knowledge except of his swaroopa at all times unlike others whose 
knowledge is not eternal. 
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If some sort of a birth is to be attributed to those like space that are 
known to be eternally existing, why not so for God, who has been 
described as the creator everything, is the subject of this chapter. 


God Vishnu is also known by the name Sat and veda says “asatah 
sat ajaayata - he is born to Asat”. Another vedic script “na jaayate 
mriyate”, that says that he is neither born nor would die has no 
contradiction with this. For, it speaks of an absence of birth and 
death for the core as in the case of jeevas and not of a birth or 
death in the form of paraadheena-vishesha-avaapti. If it is not so 
here, it should be similar even in the case of chit prakriti (goddess 
Lakshmi) who also has an eternal body. 
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There are two individuals whose body is also eternal. They are 
Vishnu and Chit prakriti -— Lakshmi. However, Vishnu is different 
from Lakshmi in that that he is swatantra, absolutely independent. 
Hence, there is no question of him getting something through 
others — paraadheena-vishesha. Now, the vedic script saying that 
he is born to asat is only its misinterpretation. It is nowhere seen 
that something gets created out of nothing. Hence the word asat 
and sat do not mean void and God. Another vedic script says 
“brahma vaa asat sadvaava praanah” - Brahma is asat and 
Praana is sat. Thus, it means that praana is born to Brahma. 
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After discussing the birth and its absence for everything else and 
God respectively, it is now time to discuss the apparent 
contradictions in vedas on the creator of Tejas etc. 


The question here is whether the physical tejas (basic element of 
energy) and its regulating (abhimaani) deity are born only to 
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Vishnu or are born to Vaayu as well. Veda says vaayoragnih — Agni 
took birth from Vaayu. We cannot even say that Vishnu created 
Agni through Vaayu. For if he has the capability to create Agni on 
his own, why should he do so through Vaayu? If not, then his 
independence becomes questionable. The vedic statement tat tejo 
asrijata — it created tejas can be interpreted to mean both Vishnu 
and Vaayu as the creator. This contradicts the statement that it is 
born only to Vishnu. Hence, in view of the contradictions, the vedic 
script should be considered as unauthentic. 
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Tejas is created by God alone independently. The script tat tejo 
asrijata stands in evidence for this. He has used Vaayu, the 
physical air and its deity by that name, as intermediaries playfully 
to create the physical Tejas (heat / energy) and its deity, but not 
because he could not have done without them. 


Though in Sootra (kaaranatvena cha..1-4-4), it has been proved 
that even the names of Vaayu etc that are stated as intermediaries in 
the process of creation also speak of Vishnu in their primary sense, 
the discussion here is based on the doubt whether tejas etc are born 
not just to Vishnu but to others as well. 
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The discussion here is on whether the physical water and its deity 
are created by / born to physical tejas and its deity respectively 
with the exclusion of God, independently or with the inclusion of 
him. 


Veda says agneraapah meaning - fire creates water. It also says at 
another place that it was only Brahma that existed initially and he 
created water. With the example of sweat getting generated out of 
heat, it can be logically derived that tejas causes water. This is also 
supported by the vedic statement “it is only from tejas that water 
got created”. Hence the script that stated Brahma as the creator of 
water is invalid. 
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Water and its deity are created by Brahma alone. The script 
agneraapah confirms this. This is also supported by multiple other 
vedic statements like “he created everything” and that of other 
scripts like “Vishnu is the creator of everything”. The word 
“everything” is conspicuous and cannot be ignored. Moreover, 
none other than Brahma has an independent capability to be 
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considered as an independent creator. Hence it is only Vishnu who 
is the creator and all others are just intermediaries. 
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Thus having confirmed the primary creator as Vishnu and that 
others are only as intermediaries, the topic now is to find out who 
is the intermediary when the vedic scripts contradict each other in 
the matter. Whether water is the intermediary in the creation of 
earth or in the creation of food is the subject of present discussion. 


Chaandogya upanishat says “aapa aikshanta, taa annamasrijanta” 
- water contemplated and then created food. It should be borne in 
mind here that the creator is not the inert water but its deity. Hence 
the actions of contemplation and creation fit in well and are 
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logical. taittireeya upanishat says “adbhyah prithivi” - water 
created prithivi, the earth. 


There are many statements in Chaandogya upanishat stating that 
water created food, food is created out of water etc. This is also 
physically seen. The said upanishat also says wherever it rains, 
plants, being the primary food grow in abundance. Another 
statement says the eaten food is segregated into three groups. This 
confirms that what is referred to by the word “anna” is nothing but 
food and hence it cannot be construed to mean prithivi to 
accomadate the statement “prithivyaa oshadhayah, oshadheebhyo 
annam” - prithivi created plants and plants generated food. 
Multiple assumptions / imaginations need to be adopted for doing 
so. That is considered as a defect in interpretation. In view of the 
contradiction, both the contradicting vedic statements are invalid. 
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Nothing in Veda is invalid, for it is qpourusheya — not written by 
any one. This means, the root cause of defect itself does not exist 
in it. Hence the contradiction has to be resolved through proper 
interpretation. The expression “taa annam asrijanta” is preceded 
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by statements “tat ftejo asrijata”, “tadapo asrijata” and is 
succeeded by “taasaam trivritam trivritam”. This clearly indicates 
that the context is of the creation of the initial basic elements 
(pancha bhoota - prithivi, apa, tejas,vaayu and aakaasha) at the 
time of creation of universe and not of water or food seen around. 


Anna is explained as the one that contains excessive black (carbon) 
and this quality is specific to prithivi. Hence anna and prithivi are 
no different. Even Aithareya upanishat says “aapascha prithivi 
cha annam” - Anna is nothing but water and prithivi. Thus there is 
contradiction in stating that water causes anna or water causes 
prithivt. 

The statement that eaten annam is divided in to three parts hinders 
acceptance of this meaning that both anna and prithvi speak of the 
same element of prithivi. Here it needs to be interpreted that the 
word annam denoting food is a product / derivative of annam, 
prithivi. A usage of the kind is found in Chandogya Upanishat 


where it states the eaten tejas. Since tejas cannot Pe eaten, it is 
meant as the derivatives of tejas there. 


Hence it is concluded that water is an intermediary in the birth of 
prithivi alone and not its subsequent derivative anna. 
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After resolving the conflict in the matter of birth of adhibhoota and 
adhidaiva items, it is now time to resolve the conflict in their laya 
dissolution. Everything that is born has to die. Now, the question 
here is who causes the death / disintegration of these bhootas and 
their deities — is it Rudra or Vishnu?. Rudra is known to be a 
destructor and Mahanaarayana Upanishat says “O! Rudra, do not 
enter me as a destroyer”. However taittireeya Upanishat says 
everything ultimately enters Vishnu during deluge and even in 
moksha, they discard their eternal external bodies and happily enter 
Vishnu. The proposition that Vishnu is the destroyer has a problem. 
Since he is the creator and the guardian, he cannot be the destroyer. 
Have we seen fathers killing their offspring? Hence, it should be 
accepted that Rudra is the universal destroyer. For the same reason, 
even accepting Rudra as only the intermediary is also not proper. 


Park | fora adeno “Teer sft (4.9-90) 
soca ffsacsnecdaca#y alefdaca: aah scoey 
rated | ‘wad wa Bea a at ek:" "a se ud 
factuafea a eh:" “aet urat a deat a vat eR:" scurfesfessay 
et a sae woe udida | ostedeasfa: "fifteen 


It is only Vishnu who is the universal destroyer. Going by the 
statement of Swetashvatara Upanishat that one gets moksha by 
meditating on Vishnu, it is clear that when even the eternally 
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existing bondage to samsaara, the cycle of births and deaths is 
destroyed by Vishnu, no wonder he destroys everything that is 
under his control. The scripts “He is Hari in whom the entire 
universe dissolves ...”, “One who destroys everything is Hari”, 
“The creator, mentor and destroyer of this universe is Hari alone” 
assert the fact in no uncertain terms. Since Rudra is an 
intermediary in the actions of destruction of some parts of 
universe, the usage and scripts that speak of him to be the 
destructor are valid enough to such an extent. 


As regards the logic that father cannot be the killer of his children 
does not hold good for Vishnu, since the father not being the killer 
is based on the materialistic love towards his children. Vishnu is 
devoid of any defect and hence the simile does not hold good. 
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The discussion here is on the order in which laya (dissolution / 
death) happens for the tatvas, the core materials, during the 
Pralaya (deluge). Whether the order of laya is the same as that of 
utpatti, creation or in the reverse of it? 
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It is logical to say that the Jaya happens in the same order of 
creation — first-in first-out mode. Multiple statements in vedas say 
everything is created in an order and destroyed in an order. Though 
there is also a vedic statement that the destruction is in the reverse 
order of creation, it need not be considered since it is opposed by 
multiple vedic statements backed by the experience that in a 
majority of the cases aged people die before the younger ones. 
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The order of dissolution is in the reverse to that of creation. The 
vedic statement “vyutkramaad vilayashcha” does not provide room 
for a different interpretation. Those statements that say that 
dissolution is also in an order would only mean that even the 
dissolution follows the pattern and it need not be that of the 
creation. Hence if it says the dissolution is in an order, that order is 
in the reverse to that of creation. Hence there is no conflict. 


As regards the experience, this is in respect of the tail-end 
creations that have very minimal capabilities. The laya that is 
discussed is in respect of those created at the beginning of the 
universal creation. There, the one that is created earlier has far 
higher strength than those created subsequent to it and so on. 
Hence, those with lesser strength get dissolved into the stronger 
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ones and the process continues till everything gets dissolved in 
God. 
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The discussion now is on whether the rule that the dissolution is in 
the reverse order of creation has an exception in vijnaana and 
manas. One Sruti says “manasah tu vijnaanam” - vijnaana is 
created by manas. Another one says “yacched vaank manasi, 
tadyacchet jnaana aatmani” - one should meditate that speech 
dissolves in mind and mind in jnaana. Since veda specifically tells 
the order of dissolution in these cases, the generic rule should be 
treated as with an exception here. It cannot be said that the word 
manas and vijnaana are referring to the physical mind and 
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knowledge but not the core tatvas, for there is no reason for 
discarding the primary sense for the words that mean the respective 
tatvas. 


Since we see often younger ones dying before their. elders, 
accepting an exception to the rule should not be a contradiction. 
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The words manas and vijnaana have their usage in both their core 
tatvas as well as the inner sense of mind and knowledge. Hence 
respecting their usage, both should be considered as primary 
meaning of the said words. Since the order of creation “manas 
created vijnaanam” contradicts the one said in vedas as “vijnaana 
tatva is created by chaturmukha from mahat tatva”’,, the said order 
should be taken to refer the internal mind and knowledge and not 
their tatvas. There is nothing to evidence the exceptional order of 
laya for these two tatvas. On the contrary, veda says “everything is 
created in an order and they are dissolved in the reverse order”. 
Hence the order of creation and dissolution has no exception to 
their respective rules. 


It is worth noting here that the order of creation and dissolution is 
not only for the core tatvas but also for their respective regulating 
deities. The deity uma regulating speech gets absorbed in Rudra, 
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the regulator of mind and Rudra gets absorbed in deity Vaani, the 
one regulating knowledge. 
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When everybody is having a laya, is it that even Brahma also has 
one, is the subject of discussion here. Veda says “He dissolves 
everything and disappears in tamas, the darkness”. Hence Brahma 
also has a laya. This is supported by the logic “Brahma has a laya, 
because he is a chetana, like jeeva”. Hence it is strong and 
invalidates the other vedic statement that Brahma is more etermal 
than the other eternal beings. It cannot be construed that the 
statement of veda speaking of laya for Brahma is only in the sense 
of him getting covered by the darkness. For, there is no evidence to 
substantiate such a meaning. 


If laya happens to Brahma as well, it would mean that his creation 
happens from darkness / void. Since it is already proved in the 
earlier sootra (2-3-9) that void cannot be the cause of anything, 
that does not form a hurdle in accepting laya for Brahma. Since he 
is independent and capable, his dissolution and creation can be 
construed as his voluntary discarding and creation of his body. 
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Vishnu does not have a laya in the form of destruction of his body. 
There is no evidence for such a laya. The statement that he 
disappears would only mean that he gets hidden. Rig veda, while 
narrating the laya says that Brahma causes laya of everything. At 
that time only tamas existed. This tamas is nothing but prakriti, the 
subtle matter and its regulating deity goddess lakshmi. It then says, 
Brahma hides himself in tamas. While being so, he sees Prakriti, 
kaala (time) and purusha (jeevas). However, none of them would 
see him. This proves that Brahma would not experience laya. The 
logic that Brahma has laya because he is chetana is invalid since it 
contradicts veda. 
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The discussions in this chapter and others till the end of this 


section is on Jeeva. Whether or not he has an origin is the subject 
of discussion in this chapter. 


While asserting the super eternity of Brahma, veda has stated that 
others are also nitya — eternal. The logical deduction that jeevas 
have no origin, for there is no evidence for the existence of their 
raw materials (upaadaana kaarana) supports the vedic statement 
speaking of eternity and hence another contradicting vedic 
statement, “sarve ete chidaatmaano vyuccharanti” - all these 
jeevas are born, is invalid. Taking a parallel to the concept of 
origin for the ever existing aakaasha etc as paraadheena-vishesha- 
avaapti, if a similar origin is to be construed for jeevas, why not 
take a parallel to Brahma and say that jeeva has no origin at all? It 
is injustice to have different meanings for the same word for 
different objects. 
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Kaashaayana sruti clarifies the aspect. It says these chidaatmaas, 
meaning jeevas enter paranjyoti while remaining undestroyed and 
while they remain so, they get born. That means they experience 
births and deaths while they innately remain eternal. Acquiring a 
body or losing it would mean birth and death for them. Hence 
those scripts that speak of eternity and of birth refer to different 
things and hence there exists no contradiction. There is no 
evidence to say that Brahma also has a birth in the form of 
paraadheena-vishesha- avaapti while there are evidences for such 
a birth to jeevas. Hence the argument of taking a parallel to 
Brahma to consider jeeva as originless holds no water. Hence it is 
concluded that jeeva has births in the form of acquisition of a 
bodies. 
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The size of jeeva is discussed in this chapter. Whether he has a 
macro size or micro size (aNu). Kaashaayana text of vedas says 
“yyaaptaa hi aatmaanah..” jeevas are spread everywhere. They are 
chetanas and are devoid of any quality. Since the statement is in 
plural, the word aatma cannot be taken to mean God. He is 
singular. The rule applied earlier in interpreting “guhaam 
pravishtau aatmaanau” where duality is taken to mean two forms 
of God is not applicable here, for there is no supporting evidence 
to that effect. This apart, if jeeva were to be aNu in size, he would 
stay in some corner of the physical body. How would then he sense 
through the entire of his skin? Jeeva needs to be in contact with the 
senses to perceive. Hence the statement that jeeva is of aNu size is 
invalid. If it were to be said that jeevas have components and that 
the components are spread over the entire body, even this would 
not fit in. If jeeva has components, the components also need to be 
chetanas. Hence it is possible that they may engage in conflicting 
actions resulting in either no action or a turbulence in the body. 
Hence it has to be accepted that jeevas have a wide spread shape. 
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Since jeeva is described as the one who jumps out of this body and 
goes to one world and from there to another world etc, he has to 
necessarily be of small size like a bird. Such a movement cannot 
be seen in sky etc, that are spread everywhere. A medium size 
cannot also be accepted as it would mean an imminent destruction. 
Hence based on the sruti “aNurhyesha aatmaa” backed by the 
aforesaid reasoning, the size of jeeva should be understood as 
“aNu”. The other sruti that says aatma as vyaapta refers to Vishnu 
Since that statement is part of Vishnu prakarana — chapter. The 
very next sentence in that chapter describes agatma as the one who 
is not reachable (fully knowable) through any source. The word 
aatma primarily addresses Vishnu only. The plurality is not an 
issue since a similar case has been discussed in an earlier chapter 
(1-2-11) where multiplicity is considered as valid by referring to 
the forms of Vishnu. 


Though jeeva is of atomic size, he is spread across the body like 
the particles of a perfume that fills the entire room where its drop 
has fallen. Had it been so, the concentration of jeeva must be high 
at one place similar to that of fragrance where the drop has fallen 
and lower at far off places. How can this be true? Yes it is true. The 
concentration of jeeva is high in hridaya — heart. Thus though 
jeeva has no components, he keeps in contact with the entire body 
through his chit guna like a lamp reaching all corners of the room 
through its light rays. 
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This chapter resolves the conflict that had jeeva been of aNu size, 
yogis would not have displayed multiple forms (yogi is the one 
who has acquired extraordinary powers through yoga because of 


which he acquires multiple forms and appears at multiple places 
simultaneously). 


Whether or not jeeva has multiple forms is the question. Veda says 
jeeva has only one form, nenither seven, nor ten etc. If he does not 
have multiple forms but still, as a yogi displays them, it is possible 
only if he is large enough to manifest at multiple places. The other 
possibility is where jeeva has components and that components 
move away and manifest in other places. This is also not true, for 
veda says he is eternal and a single unit without any components. 
We cannot even consider that though jeeva is of aNu size, he 
acquires impossible powers like drinking the entire ocean and 
because of such yogic powers he presents multiple forms 
simultaneously. For, if such powers are to be accepted for a jeeva, 
it would mean him to be equal to God, which is not true. Another 
vedic text that says jeeva has five forms, seven forms etc is invalid 
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since it contradicts the one that says he does not have any and that 
is supported by the aforesaid reasoning. 
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It is true that jeeva is of aNu size and has no components. 
However, on account of his worshiping God of unimaginable 
prowess and on account of obtaining his grace, a yogi exhibits 
components like a drop of perfume spreading the entire area. With 
such components, he manifests in multiple forms. The texts that 
say jeeva has only one form is with reference to his swaroopa, the 
core. Even the texts that say he does not have components also 
speak of non-existence of components that are different from him. 
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In the previous chapter it is said that though jeeva is of anu size, he 
takes up multiple forms due to the grace of God who has 
extraordinary qualities. Why should it be so? Since Jeeva is no 
different from God, the referred extraordinary qualities are of 
jeeva alone. No question of somebody’s grace in acquiring special 
powers. This argument is examined in this chapter by validating 
the concept of jeeva and God being one and the same. 


Veda says “tat tvam asi”. The word tat which literally means 
“that”, (vam means “you” and asi means “are” - you are him. 


The rules of interpretation of vedic texts lay emphasis on the 
following — upakrama (beginning), upasamhaara (conclusion), 
abhyaasa (repetitive expression), apoorvata (something new or 
unknown), phalam (benefits), arthavaada (glorification), upapatti 
(logical propriety). 


Let us now examine whether the above interpretation of “you are 
him” fits into the above rules. 


The portion of upanishat that has spoken so 

- has a beginning containing words “ekam eva adviteeyam” 
(There is only one and no second) - upakrama. 
The words “tat tvam asi” are in conclusion - upasamhaara 
the same words “tat tvam asi” have been repeated multiple 
(nine) times - abhyaasa. 
The oneness of jeeva and God cannot be known through 
other means, hence apoorvata. 
This knowledge leads to moksha — hence phalam. 
Upanishat further says that once this union is understood, 


everything unheard / unknown by him is as good as heard / 
known etc — arthavaada. 
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Upanishat says when a person knows clay, he has known 
all earthen articles of pot, stove etc — upapatti. 


Hence this statement of jeeva and God being one is strong enough 
and other texts opposing this by telling jeeva and God are like two 
birds on a branch of a tree etc are weak and invalid. 
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Koushika sruti says “God is different from and superior to the 
entire lot of jeevas. His capabilities are unimaginable. He is 
supreme and complete in every aspect. Jeevas on the contrary are 
incomplete”. In view of the contradicting attributes, it can never be 
considered that God and jeevas are one and the same. Sri Acharya 
has told in Anuvyaakhyana “God is known only through vedas and 
they tell him to be different from jeevas. Our experience also 
speaks of we being different from God. How then can jeevas be 
considered as one with God”? Any logic that speaks of union 
between God and jeevas has to necessarily depend on Vedas that 
introduces God to us and anubhava (experience) that tells us about 
jeeva. This being so, such logic cannot contradict its very base to 
derive unity between God and jeevas. The statement “tat tvam asi” 
is interpreted to mean unity between God and Jeevas by ignoring 
the attributes of both of them and relying only on the basic 
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meaning of tat and tvam. Since it contradicts veda and the 
experience, such a meaning is incorrect. Instead, an interpretation 
where only the word “asi” is assigned a secondary meaning would 
be more appropriate. It would thus mean that “you are similar to 
God in his qualities of jnaana, aananda etc”. Here only the word 
“sadrisho — similar to” is added in the statement “you are him”. As 
far as the applicability of other rules like upakrama etc in 
interpretation, they are valid only when they lead to a meaning that 
does not contradict other evidences. 


This aspect has been dealt in a different way by Sri Acharya in 
Vishnutatva vinirnaya book. 


Il 36 DlaqreaaMacars A STEER 9s 194 Il 


yaavadaatma-bhaavitvaaccha na doshah taddarshanaat - 15 


"sane dd vaftasecq’ sft yatnmfeaaaaqatendan 
Tsaiq Usfe: | ofa: fe FreaisPrat afd sree: | afiea sf arey 
ee ee 
wae, | OfAaa fasnfetcafaeft ame | 

cian gS la am 
mene | vleeotatesrarxaegea « alarfecaarr 


"safer Got” carfesyla: wafehaisreacasgefaen4carre 


The bondage to the cycle of births and deaths has been with jeevas 
at all times and moksha is said to be eternal. It is said “liberation 
from this bondage shall be got only from God”. This chapter 
discusses the propriety of the above facts. 


Whether jeeva is eternal in existence or not is the doubt. He cannot 
be eternal, for veda says “he disintegrates in Brahma”. In the 
earlier sootra, “jno ata eva” (2-2-11) it has been said that the 
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upaadhi (reflector), because of which jeeva stays as an image of 
God, gets created. It then necessarily means that image is also born 
after that. It is a rule that whatever is born will have an end. It 
cannot be said that there are different upaadhis and that the one 
referred to as born (physical body) is different from the one that is 
causing the image. There is no evidence to that effect. The vedic 
text “so anaadina punyena ...” that speaks of an eternity of karma 
thus implying eternity to jeeva is invalidated by the vedic text that 
speaks of a laya (disintegration) of jeeva in Brahma, which is 
strengthened by the aforesaid logic. 
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If the statements in veda and smriti, that say God is eternal, Jeeva 
is eternal and the pleasures and pains are transient, are to be valid, 
it is essential that the upaadhi causing jeeva as a reflection of God, 
should also be eternal in existence. This would in turn mean that 
there are two upaadhis — one being eternal and the other that is 
transient. This fact is also supported by the scripts that say 
“jeevopaadhir dvidhaa proktah svaroopam baahya eva _ cha. 
Baahyopaadhir layam yaati muktaavanyasya tu stithih - The 
upaadhi of jeeva is of two types — the innate and external. While 
the external perishes, the other (that is responsible for jeeva to be 
an image of God) stays even in moksha”. Now for an image to 
exist, there should be an object, a reflector and their proximity. In 
the case of jeeva, God is eternal and hence he exists at all times. 
The reflector, upaadhi is eternal and since God in omnipresent, the 
proximity is ensured at all times. Hence it stands proved that jeeva 
is eternal and whatever disintegration that the vedic text speaks of 
is in respect of the external upaadhi. 
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The later part of Koushika sruti quoted in the earlier chapter 
“prithagupadeshat” (2-3-14) says “one has to seek a release from 
the bondage of births and deaths only from Him”. This chapter 
discusses the subject matter of its supplementary sootra 
“tadgunasaaratvaat ...”. Whether or not jeeva is an embodiment of 
jnaana (knowledge) and aananda (pleasure) is the doubt. Since 
veda says “sa dukhaad vimuktah aanandee bhavati — he gets freed 
from all pains and becomes full of aananda”, it clearly means that 
jeeva was not an embodiment of pleasure but becomes full of it on 
achieving moksha. It is also the experience of everyone that he is 
not full of pleasure. Had pleasure been his own swaroopa (inherent 
attribute), the same would have been experienced at all times. It is 
not that there is some obstacle in its experience. The sense of aham 
(me) which is also in swaroopa is being experienced at all times. 
Hence there is no obstacle / veil preventing what is naturally 
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available with jeeva. It cannot again be said that ajnaana 
(ignorance) is preventing the experience of knowable and pleasure. 
For, an absence of knowledge cannot be an obstacle to experience 
knowledge. There is no evidence to say that there is some ajnaana 
in material form (bhaava roopa) causing the obstruction. The 
physical body cannot be the obstacle since it is a tool to experience 
pleasure etc. Had jeeva been naturally full of pleasure etc, there is 
no purpose for exerting to achieve moksha. Hence the vedic texts 
that say “vijnaanaatma”, “sa anaandah” describing jeeva as an 
embodiment of knowledge and pleasure stand invalidated by the 
one that speaks of him “becoming” full of pleasure, which in turn 
is backed by the aforesaid reasoning. 


Various vedic and other texts state that God is eternally an 
embodiment of pleasure, knowledge and strength and that the 
deities are also so albeit in limited scope. Since deities are also 
jJeevas, it becomes evident that jeevas are embodiments of 
knowledge and pleasure. This being so, they do not experience the 
same till the time they achieve moksha. Just like a child that does 
not exhibit the masculinity or femininity till the time it matures 
though it had the said quality from the inception, jeevas exhibit 
their eternally available pleasure and knowledge on achieving 
moksha. The words “evam suraah” need to be appended to the 
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quoted vedic text “nityaanando _ nityajnaano _ nityabalah 
paramaatmaa naivam asuraah, evam anevam cha manushyaah”, 


that speaks of God being an embodiment of knowledge and 
pleasure eternally. 
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vihaar-opadeshaat; upaadaanaat; vyapadeshaaccha kriyaayaam na 
chennirdesha-viparyayah; upalabdhivad-aniyamah; shakti-viparyayaat; 
samaadhy-abhaavaaccha; yathaa cha taksho-bhayathaa; paraattu 
tacchruteh; krita-prayatna-apekshastu vihita-pratishedhaa- 
vairthyaadibhyah; 
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This chapter deals with the objection that though the qualities of 
knowledge and pleasure are innately available with jeevas, this is 
not so with respect to independence of actions (kartritva). Whether 
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or not jeeva is a karta (doer) is the question. He is not so is the 
proposition. For, veda itself says that none other than God is karta. 
It is simpler to accept him as the creator etc of everything instead 
of considering him to be so for larger aspects and considering 
jeeva as karta in smaller things etc. In the earlier chapter (2-1-7) it 
is already decided that jeeva cannot be karta based on the 
reasoning that he is neither able to do what he desires nor is he able 
to avoid the undesirables. It is not even that only the independence 
of jeeva in the performance of tasks is negated in the referred 
sootra and vedic texts and not the performance itself, for that 
would mean jeeva being a subordinated worker like the carpenter 
who works for his master for wages. Such a thing is not true in the 
case of jeevas. Veda says God energizes and enables performance 
of every task by staying within the person performing the tasks and 
with absolute control. When a person does some task with such 
extreme dependence on God, it certainly means him to be an 
instrument like a (stringed) wooden doll that dances to the moves 
made by its master and not a karta. This transpires that the dos and 
donts prescribed by vedas have no relevance to jeeva who has no 
freedom to choose and act. Thus the vedic text “yatkarma kurute 
tadabhisampadyate — one reaps the fruits of whatever he does” is 
not valid since it contradicts another text that says none other than 
God is karta, which in turn is backed by the aforesaid reasoning 
and hence stronger. 
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The mandates for performance and abstinence (dos and donts) 
prescribed in vedas should have an audience. It cannot be the 
lifeless jada objects, it cannot be God, for he is not bound by 
anything. It cannot even be those who have attained moksha. They 
are also free from any kind of bondages and stipulations. Thus, it 
precipitates to those jeevas who are in this world. It is also seen 
that those seeking moksha are engaged in such prescribed tasks. 
The vedic prescription that a seeker should do upaasana of God 
implies kartritva in jeeva. The referred incapacity to achieve the 
desired results and possessing unfulfilled desires is due to 
inadequacy of capabilities and due to dependence on God. Since 
the kartritva in jeeva is dependent on God, he remains a karta 
though under the control of God, like the wooden doll. Thus, there 
is no conflict in the vedic scripts that say only God as karta, for he 
alone is the independent performer and those scripts that prescribe 
tasks to jeeva implying him to be karta, do so considering him as a 
dependent one. Since the vedic prescriptions of performance and 
abstinence can only be for those who have a capacity to do so, it is 
essential to consider Jeevas as kartas and that the vedic 
prescriptions are not a waste. 
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mantravarnaat; api smaryate; prakaasha-adivannaivam parah; smaranti 
cha; anujnaa-pariharou deha-sambandhaaj-jyotiraadivat; asantateshcha- 
avyatikarah; aabhaasa eva cha; 
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One of the supplementary sootras in the previous chapter viz., 
paraat tu tacchruteh said that the capabilities of jeeva are provided 
by God. This chapter speaks of a guardian-ward relationship 
between God and jeevas. The question here is whether it can be 
decided that jeeva is an amsha (part) of God or that he is not so. 


There can be no such conclusion. For, Goupavana text of vedas 
says “amshaa eva hi ime jeevaah — all these jeevas are parts of 
God” Bhaallaveya text of vedas says “naivaamsho na sambandhah 
parasya — There are no parts in God, nor are there any 
relationships in him”. If jeevas are to be considered as amsha of 
God, they would then be on par with the incarnations of God like 
matsya and kurma, that are known to be his amshas. We cannot 
even decide that jeevas are not amshas of God. For, the quoted text 
says “amsha hi — they certainly are amshas”. In the performance of 
yaaga, there is a provision to use rice as offering and in some cases 
to use a specific kind of wheat in its place. There is no such scope 
for considering jeevas as amshas in some circumstances and not so 
in others. There is no evidence providing for such variance. We 
cannot even consider jeevas as amsha and not so based on 
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predefined set of circumstances like place and time, the way such 
alternates are available in yaaga for performing and non- 
performing shodashi procedures depending on time and place. For, 
there is no evidence in support of such definition. 


Since the conflict in the vedic statements cannot be resolved, they 
both should be treated as invalid. 
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Amshas can be of different types — swaroopa amsha and bhinna 
amsha. A son is called as an amsha of his father. In such a sense 
jeeva is considered as amsha of God. He is also considered as such 
for the reason that he is fed and protected by God. It is also so 
because jeeva stays in the womb of God, because God stays inside 
jeeva, because jeeva is dependent on God, because he is related to 
God etc. He is also considered as amsha of God for the reason that 
he is similar to God but far inferior to him. Veda says “jeeva is an 
amsha of God” and proceeds to say “God is considered as having 
many a relationship with jeeva, as father, son, brother”, thus 
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indicating the existence of a relationship. It also says “The 
supreme is different and jeeva is different” rejecting the oneness 
(swaroopa amsha) of jeeva and God. It also says “brahmadaashaa 
brahmakitavaah — The fishermen are God, the tribal are God” 
indicating that all jeevas are amshas — bhinna amsha”. Purusha 
sookta says “paado asya vishwaa bhootaani — all jeevas put 
together form a quarter of Him”. Bhagavat Geeta says 
“mamaivaamsho jeevaloke — These jeevas are my own amsha”. In 
view of these evidences, the fact of jeevas being amsha of God 
cannot be negated. Hence the statement “naivaamsho” etc should 
be meant to negate jeevas being God’s swaroopa amsha. 


We can see such distinctions between swaroopa and bhinna 
amshas in others as well. While kaala agni that burns the universe 
is swaroopa amsha of agni deity, fireflies are his bhinna amsha. 
The quotations provided by Sri Achaarya in his Bhaashya from 
Bhaagavata and Varaha puraana provide ample description of 
these swaroopa and bhinna amshas. The difference between 
swaroopa and bhinna amshas is that bhinna amshas depend on 
their principal source for their activities while swaroopas being 
principals themselves, have no such dependence. Eg., Sunlight is 
swaroopa amsha of Sun, whereas other lights like that of moon, 
Stars etc are dependent on Sun. Similarly, the swaroopa amshas of 
God like matsya, koorma, vaamana are complete in all respects 
like the original form Naarayana while jeevas being reflections of 
God are bhinna amshas. They have limited capabilities and are 
dependent on God for their existence and activities. 


In view of the existence of two types of amshas as detailed above, 
the vedic texts that deny existence of amshas in God and those that 
assert their existence have different aspects in reference and hence 
there is no conflict between them. 
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Though jeevas are not similar to the incarnations of God, they are 
considered as amshas of God for the reason that they are 
reflections of God. This aspect of them being reflections is 
examined in this chapter. Whether or not jeeva is a pratibimba 
(reflection) of God is the question. The objection says he is not, for 
veda says “na sambandho naapekshyah jeevah parasya — There is 
neither a relationship for God with jeeva nor does he need jeeva”. 
This statement clearly denies the object-image relationship 
between God and jeeva. There is also a logic in considering so - 
Jeevas are not reflections of one object, for they have the variety in 
the form of deities, demons, humans, animals etc. There would be 
no variety in images of one object. The vedic text “roopam roopam 
prati roopam babhoova — jeevas became the reflections of God” is 
invalid for contradicting the earlier text that has the support of 
reasoning. 
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One object causing a variety in the images is possible on account 
of the ‘reflecting surfaces being varied. In this case, the innate 
natural body of jeevas is the reflector (upaadhi) and the said 
upaadhis are highly varied. Hence a variety in the reflections of a 
single object of God is perfectly in order and so is the vedic text 
roopam roopam depicting the fact of jeevas being reflections of 
God. The text denying the relationship speaks of the absence of 
any relationship through any external upaadhi. 
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The link for this section with that of the earlier one is as told for 


the earlier one — handling the simpler aspects in the beginning and 
tougher later. 
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The word “Praana” here means “indriya” - the senses. Whether or 
not they are born is the subject of discussion in this chapter. It 
should be remembered that indriya here does not refer to the 
physical ones that are available in all the bodies but of the original 
tatva and their regulating deities. 


Veda says “praanaa eva idam agra aasuh” - praanas only existed 
in the beginning. The statement of taittireeya upanishat that God 
created everything does not pose any contradiction. For, this 
sentence that speaks of eternity is crystal clear without itself being 
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a generic one or the one spoken with some gap in-between to allow 
a different interpretation. Hence this itself would pose an 
opposition to the generic statement that everything has been 
created by God and not the other way. Another vedic statement 
says that there is no raw material for indriyas. If something exists 
but did not have a source material, it is certain that it is not created 
but eternal in existence. 
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The vedic statements “he created praana”, “he created indriyas”, 
“praana takes birth from him” are very specific and are backed by 
the generic statement “sa idam sarvam” - he created everything of 
this. Hence are powerful. They are supported by the logic of 
something must be a created one if it has limited power / strength 
as described in chapter “na viyad ashruteh”(2-3-1). Hence it stands 
proved that indriyas were born. Bhavishyat parva of Mahabharata 
clarifies the point that these indriyas are eternal to the extent of 
their core that is of minuscule size but grow with the addition of 
bhootas, the physical matter, during the creation. This addition is 
termed as birth. Hence there is no contradiction from the veda that 
speaks of an eternal existence to indirias and hence, it stands 
proved that they also are created. 
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This chapter discusses the eternity of manas — mind. Mind is 
eternal, for veda itself says so. It says “Since manas is not born, it 
is eternal”. It also provides a reasoning - “Jeeva never stays 
without manas; other indriyas are transcient — anitya”. Since this 
vedic statement clearly segregates manas from other indriyas and 
specifically mentions it to be eternal, the accommodative meaning 
as told in the previous chapter based on the other sruti (vedic 
statement) that speaks of an origin to indriyas, cannot be adopted 
here. This apart, if manas is agreed to have an origin, even this 
samsaara (cycle of births and deaths) that is caused by manas 
should also be considered as transient, which is not true. Hence the 
sruti that speaks of an origin for manas is invalid. 
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There is also another sruti that speaks of the origin of manas 
specifically - “manah sarvendriyaani ca”. The distinction shown 
by the earlier sruti in mentioning manas as eternal is with 
reference to the extent of upachaya, growth that manas gets vis-a- 
vis other indriyas. The growth received on account of addition of 
bhootas is very little for manas as compared to that of others. This 
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fact is mentioned by vaayu-prokta smriti. Had manas been not 
eternal, even the samsaara should have been so. 


Hence, it is concluded that manas has an origin. 
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The discussion in this chapter is about the eternity of the sense of 
speech Vaak indriya. Poushaayana text of veda says “vaak is 
eternal. It is never born. Vedas stay in this vaak”. Staying in vaak is 
in the sense of vaak being able to spell out vedas. Since vedas are 
eternal, their container also needs to be eternal. It cannot even be 
said that vaak is eternal in its subtle core form and is born through 
additions of bhootas. For, the eternity of vaak is derived out of its 
capability to utter vedas. If that is served through the subtle core 
itself, where is the need of its further manifestation through 
additions of bhootas. Hence even such a classification as was 
applied in the chapter (2-4-1) does not hold good here. The word 
vaak here, refers to vaak indriya (sense of speech) and not vedas, 
for the statement is on vedas staying in vaak. Vedas cannot stay in 
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vedas. Hence the vedic text that speaks of an origin for vaak is 
invalid. 
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Vaak indriya has a birth. Veda says “manas precedes vaak’. This 
means, manas causes vaak. Everything that has a cause has a birth. 
In the previous sentence (that is preceding “mana eva poorva 
roopam..”), it is said that a thought is formed in mind and then it is 
uttered through vaak. In another vedic text it is said “vaak takes its 
birth from manas and utterance is through vaak. These two vedic 
statements prove that the word vaak is not referring to vedas but to 
the sense of speech. 


The expression of eternity to vaak is only in the secondary sense 
on account of its proximity to the eternal vedas. The subtle core 
vaak indriya is eternal and it becomes capable of uttering vedas 
through the addition of bhootas. Hence it is both eternal and has a 
birth as described in chapter (2-4-1) above. Hence it stands proved 
that vaak indriya has a birth. 
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While the discussion in the previous chapter was on the birth of 
indriyas by virtue of them being so, their birth is discussed here 
based on their count. Some texts say their number as Seven and 
some other as Twelve. Whether there can be a conclusion on the 
number or not is the subject of discussion. There cannot be a 
conclusion. For, some texts say “Seven indriyas are born” and 
some others say “Indriyas are twelve in number like twelve 
months, twelve adityas” etc. Well, if we say there are hundred 
cows, it also means there are fifty. Similarly, why not we consider 
twelve to include seven? No, with no demarcator available, we 
cannot take the count as seven while twelve exists. If we are to say 
they are seven when in fact they are twelve, it would mean the 
balance of five do not exist. Skaanda puraana says there are only 
seven (indiriyas) outside the body and seven within it. This means 
there are seven regulating deities and an equal number of indriyas. 
It is logical to have an equal number for regulators and the 
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regulated. Hence the text that speaks of seven as the number is 
strong enough to present its case. However, even the other one that 
speaks the number to be 12 is equally strong. For, it speaks of the 
deities regulating months and aadityas who are in tum the 
regulating deities of indriyaas as well. Thus going by the rule of an 
equality of number between the regulator and regulated, the count 
of indriyas should be twelve. Hence the indecision. 
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Though the count of indriyas is twelve, the sensory indriyas are 
seven as stated in mundaka upanishat that says “those who are 
embedded in the body are seven and seven only”. Hence there is a 
demarcator to isolate seven from the whole lot of twelve. These 
seven are srotr, cakshu, tvak, rasana, ghraana, manas, buddhi — 
ear, eyes, skin, tongue,nose, mind and intelligence. The other five 
viz. vaak, paani, paada, paayu, upashtha — speech, hands, legs, 
excretory organs, sex organs are karmendriyas (motor organs) — 
those engage in actions. Hence they are not counted along with 
jnaanendriyas, the sensory organs and this should not be the 
reason to infer their non-existence. Hence the number of indriyas 
stands decided at twelve. 
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After discussing the count of indriyas in the previous chapter, their 
size is being discussed here. Whether indiriyas have an atomic size 
(aNu) or are wide spread in size (vyaapta). Katha upanishat quotes 
the size of indriyas as vyaapta to illustrate how God is wide 
spread. Something can be shown as an illustration only when that 
is known for sure by all. Hence indriyas are vyaapta in size. This 
apart, we know pretty well that eyes see the objects at a distance. 
Ears hear the sound from a far off place. These things are possible 
only when they are in contact with such objects. Hence, it is logical 
to say that indriyas are vyaapta. Since the vedic text “diveeva 
chakshuraatatam” is supported by the aforesaid reasoning it is 
strong enough to invalidate the other vedic text that says “aNubhih 
pashyati” which indicates indiriyas to be of atomic size. 
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Another vedic text (shaandilya sruti) says “though jeeva is of 
atomic size he is spread across through their luminance the way 
indriyas that are of atomic size are spread through their 
luminance”. This clearly explains how indriyas though are of 
atomic size are capable of perceiving objects at a distance. They 
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are spread through their prakaasha —- aura. Had _indriyas 
themselves been vyaapta, it would have resulted in continuous 
flow of information of everything at all times, which is not true. 
Such a continuous flow of information would have meant no sleep 
to the individuals. 
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Origin of mukhya praana, who is the regulator of all senses is 
discussed in this chapter. Whether or not he has an origin is the 
doubt. He does not have a birth, for sruti itself says “this praana is 
not born, nor would he die etc”. This is supported by the reasoning 
provided by another script that says “when anyone is considered as 
born with his (praana’s) entry and dead on his exit, how can he be 
considered as having a birth?”. The vedic text that says “sa 
praanam asrijata” - he created praana is a plain text without any 
support for it. Hence it is not strong enough to counter the other 
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text that has the support of reasoning. It can also be taken to mean 
“chesta — action” or “baahya vaayu — the external air” by the word 
“praana” in it based on the usage “chestaayaam baahyavaayou 
cha” etc. In that case, the text that says praana has a birth speaks 
of actions or of the external air and that which says praana does 
not have a birth speaks of the internal vaayu which is responsible 
for life. It is for this reason, this chapter is different from the earlier 
one where birth of vaayu has been discussed (2.3.8). The rule of 
obtaining a body being considered as birth cannot be applied here. 
How would this praana who causes life to others acquire a body 
for his own selves only to suffer its deficiencies? 
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Goupavana sruti says “Praana stays eternal in his minuscule form. 
He is born in manifest form”. Thus the vedic statements that speak 
of his eternity and birth speak so with reference to his minuscule 
form and the manifest one. Hence they pose no conflict. The 
argument that birth of praana as mentioned in the quoted sruti 
refers to actions or external air is also not true. For, the subsequent 
part of the said statement (sa praanam asrijata) speaks of birth of 
other entities like shraddha, aakaasha, vaayu (air) and so on 
including karma (actions). Since there is a separate mention of air 
and actions, the word praana cannot be taken to mean them. 
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As regards acquiring a body, praana does so not on his own but on 


being provided of it by God whose magnificent glory includes 
regulating the all regulator praana. 
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The birth of mukhya praana is discussed again here in the context 
of him being an independent entity. Whether or not he is 
independent is the question. Aagniveshya sruti says praana is not 
dependent on anyone. This is supported by the statement in 
Mahaabhaarata that says while every activity in the universe is 
because of him, how can he be considered as dependent on 
anyone? Hence this is stronger than the vedic text that says 
“praanah paravashe sthitah”. Hence the quoted text in the 
previous chapter that speaks of an origin to praana is invalid as it 
contradicts independence of praana. 
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As an independent entity, it is possible that praana playfully picks 
up some physical body for himself. Hence the text that speaks of 
him as born for the reason of acquiring a body has no contradiction 
in the matter. 
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Mukhya praana is not independent. Veda says “everything stays 
within God — praana and indriyas”. Since praana is quoted along 
with indriyas, it is clear that he is as dependent on God as indriyas 
are. As told in scripts that there cannot be two independent lords, 
praana cannot be considered as independent, which in turn would 
mean two independent lords. Paingee sruti puts it in clear terms - 
“everything is under the control of praana and praana is under the 
control of God”. 


The vedic statements and the reasoning in favour of praana being 
independent would only mean him a_ subordinate lord, 
subordinated only to Vishnu. Though praana is said to be as 
dependent on Vishnu as other indriyas are, the difference lies in the 
fact that while other indriyas are active only when jeeva is awake, 
praana continues to be so even when jeeva is fast asleep. Other 
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indriyas are activated through an effort of jeeva while praana 
remains independent of it. It is in this sense that maandavya sruti 
calls all other indriyas as tools of jeeva and that praana as not. 
Hence praana is superior to all others and remains a lord of 
everything while himself being a subordinate to Vishnu. 
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After discussing mukya praana, it is now relevant to discuss other 
praanas known as praana, apaana, vyaana, udaana and samaana. 
These are known to carry out the essential services like distribution 
of digested food to each and every cell of the body, disposal of 
waste materials through urine and stools etc. 


The question here is whether there can be a conclusion as to 
whether these five praanas are five forms of mukhya praana or 
different from him and are his subordinates. Sruti says “sarve vaa 
ete mukhyadaasaah” - all these are servants of mukhya praana. 
This is supported by the reasoning that they are all assigned 
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various tasks by mukhya praana and are obedient to him. So says 
shatprashna upanishat — This mukhya praana assigned different 
areas to all other praanas. Another text by name vaayuprokta 
specifically states that these praana, apaana etc are servants of 
mukhya praana and are obedient to him. Hence it is prominent. 


There is another sruti that says “mukhyasyaiva svaroopaani 
praanaadyaa” - These praana etc are forms of very own mukhya 
praana. There is also a strong reason in support of this. That is, 
these praana, apaana etc are staying in specific places and 
discharging some special tasks. Servants cannot discharge such 
tasks. The taks handled by them are: 


Praana — stays in eyes, ears, mouth and nose and activates them. 
Apaana — enables excretion, urination and sexual acts. 

Vyaana -— stays in all nerves, joints and muscles taking care of 
physical strength and all actions. 

Udaana — stays in brahma naadi and carries jeeva to heaven and 
hell etc on death. 

Samaana -— enables distribution of digested food to all living cells 
in the body. 


Since the said individuals cannot be considered as forms of one 
and the same mukhya praana and also as his subordinates, both the 
contradictory vedic texts should be considered as invalid. 
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Veda says “praana functions in five forms” and illustrates such 
functionality with that of manas. With the given illustration, it 
becomes clear that mukhya praana has his own five forms in the 
name of praana etc and there is another set of five with the same 
names and these five are dependent on the aforesaid five forms of 
mukhya praana. In the sense, praana who is one of the forms of 
mukhya praana gives birth to and regulates another praana who is 
subordinate to him. Similarly apana, vyaana, udana and samaana. 
Hence there is no conflict in vedic statement as presented in 
poorvapaksha. 


Shatprashna upanishat, where it is described that mukhya praana 
allocates tasks to praana and others continues to say that these 
subordinate entities take care of the functionalities as described 
above. Thus, it is perfectly valid to say that the subordinate deities 
also are capable of performing the respective special tasks. Another 
vedic script makes it clear that there are five forms of mukhya 
praana that are full of qualities. There are other five deities of the 
Same names and they are also having the referred special qualities. 
This makes it clear that there are two rungs of functionaries. The 
top one is made of the forms of mukhya praana and the lower one 
is of other deities by the same names. Since one is the master and 
another his servant, there is no conflict in performance. 


This sootra has quoted the status of manas as an example to drive 
home the concept of two sets for the same functionality. The five 
forms of manas regulate different functionalities as under: 

Manas — Doubt and dilemma. 

Buddhi — Decision 

Ahankaara — Sense of ownership in what is not owned. 
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Chittam — Recollection 
Chetana — That which spreads across the entire body and connects 
to jeeva. 


Even these have two sets. One set being the forms of manas and 
the other set that consists of subordinates. 
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The discussion here is on whether or not mukhya praana, who was 
referred to in the previous chapter as having superior special 
qualities is of miniature size or omnipresent. Veda says praana is 
above, he is below, he is in the middle and he is everywhere. 
Another text says “the universe is stable because, praana who is 
spread everywhere is supporting it”. Thus the vedic text that speaks 
of praana being omnipresent has a supportive reasoing and hence 
is strong enough to oppose another vedic text that says “praano 
vaa anuh” - praana is of miniature size. 


Though the word praana also means Vishnu, such a meaning 
cannot be adopted here to say that the one who is omnipresent is 
vishnu and not mukhya praana. For, another vedic texts puts it very 
clearly using the word “mukhya praana” while describing him to 
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be of large size occupying everything mobile and stationary, 
indicating the omnipresence of praana. 
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Some more texts of veda like koundinya sruti makes it clear that 
praana is both of mini size as well as omnipresent. He is of 
miniature size in his forms named praana that are internal to the 
bodies of all living beings. Externally, he is spread everywhere in 
the name of vaayu. Another sruti says “mukhya praana is of 
miniature size, for he ejects from the bodies through the nerves. 


Thus there is no conflict in describing praana as of miniature size 
and of large size spread everywhere. 
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After discussing indriyas and praana, it is now time to know 
whom does these indriyas belong to - Whether the sense organs 
like eyes that exist in everyone, are the instruments of God or of 
jeeva? Sruti says they are instruments of jeeva. So is the 
experience of everyone. 

The eyes, nose etc that I have belong to me. They facilitate seeing, 
smelling etc for me. The sruti is backed by this experience of 
everyone and is therefore strong enough to oppose another one that 
says that all the sense indriyas are instruments of Brahma. 
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Going by the sruti that says Brahma stays in indriyas and activates 
them, it is clear that they are used by God and hence are his 
instruments. A similar expression is also there in vedic texts for 
tejas. Indriyas are nothing but specks of tejas. Even this confirms 
that indriyas are under the control of and are used by God. This is 
the case even for praana who is the enabler of indriyas. Thus even 
praana is an instrument of God and for the same reason, indriyas 
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that are subordinate to praana are for sure the instruments of God. 
While mukhya praana is also an instrument in the hands of God 
like other indriyas, he is not counted as an instrument of jeeva. For, 
he is not dependent on the desire of jeevas for his action but acts 
only at the instance of God. Whereas other indriyas are deployed 
by God as per the desire of jeevas. He makes them see through his 
eyes etc. So says sruti “he makes them see through his eyes”. 
Varaha puraana says “since God gets all tasks done by jeevas 
using his indriyas as per the desire of such jeevas, they are called 
their instruments”. This is something like one Mr. Maitra is using 
the axe of Mr. Chaitra to cut a tree. Then, though Chitra is the 
owner of the axe, it is now the tool of Maitra. Similarly, though 
indriyas belong to God, they are used by jeevas and hence they are 
called their instruments. There is another reason to say that 
indriyas belong to jeevas — These indriyas are staying with their 
respective jeevas since eternity. If something remains with a person 
for long periods, though not belonging to him, it is treated as if it 
belongs to him, as in the case of a person staying in a rented house 
for say over a decade, people start calling it as his house. Similar is 
the case with indriyas. 


The experience that indriyas belong to jeeva is because they get 
deployed (by God) as per their desire. 
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The statement in the previous chapter that mukhya praana is not an 
instrument is not true. For, he is also an indriya and hence he 
Should also be counted as indriya. 


Poutraayana Sruti says all praanas are indriyas. Though this is a 
generic statement and hence not as strong by itself, it is supported 
by the reasoning that these praanas are called as indriyas because 
of their nature to run towards the objects (idam prati dravanam). 
Hence it is strong enough to resist the opposition from another 
sruti that says there are only 12 indriyas. However, there are a total 
of 13 indriyas viz. five sensory organs, five motor organs, manas, 
buddhi and mukhya praana. There is no way we can choose any 
one of them as out of the group to fit in to the number 12. If 
mukhya praana is to be excluded for the reason that he is not 
driven at the desire of jeeva, some such special feature is available 
for all other indriyas as well, like the capability to see for eyes, to 
hear for ears etc. 


Since all of these are under the control of God, they should be 
treated on par. 
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Indriyas are 12 in number with the exclusion of mukhya praana. 
Veda clearly puts it as “indriyas are only tweleve. Mukhya praana 
is not an indriya”. While all other indriyas have the quality of 
running towards their respective objects, mukhya praana stands 
above them as their regulator like God. He does not just do the 
things but makes other indriyas do the tasks. Hence he is not 
similar to other indriyas as described in the previous para. This 
apart, he is different from others because he does not move 
towards the objects but gets the things done by staying at his own 
place. Though he is under the control of God like other indriyas, 
there is a significant difference in that, his actions are not based on 
the attempts of jeevas as in the case of other jeevas. 
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This chapter discusses Virincha (chaturmukha brahma), for he is 
himself mukha praana, the subject of discussion of previous 
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chapter. The body is where indriyas reside. Whether this body and 
all the objects around are created by Virincha or by God is the 
subject of discussion. Brahma puraana says that chaturmukha is 
called virincha for the very reason that he creates everything. Sruti 
also says “It is quite known that virincha is the creator of the entire 
world”. Since the vedic statement is backed by the logic provided 
in the quoted puraana text, this is powerful enough to stall the 
opposition of another sruti that says “the entire of this universe 
comprising of names and their objects are created by God”. Going 
by the logic provided in the section starting with “na viyad 
asruteh” (2.1.1), while the primary meaning fits in, there is no 
scope for secondary meaning to consider chaturmukha as an 
intermediary in the creation and not the primary one. 
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It is essential that the three elementary objects of prithivi, jala and 
tejas need to be mixed in various proportions before the said 
mixture is used as a raw material for the creation of various 
objects. This admixture is done exclusively by God. Chandogya 
upanishat says, the same person who created tejas, prithivi and 
jala, entered them in his aniruddha form and mixed them in 
different proportions to create other objects. Hence he is the creator 
of these bodies and all other objects. The statement of sruti that 
chaturmukha is called virincha because he has created all is with 
reference to the subsequent creations and not the primary ones. 
This fact is confirmed by padma puraana as “Brahma and others 
are creators of subsequent objects”. 
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In this chapter the source material of the physical bodies is the 
subject of discussion. 


One says, water is the raw material for these bodies. One 
experiences satisfaction on eating meat. It is water that is 
characterized by the quality of providing satisfaction. Veda says 
“body is water”, meaning it is made of water. 


Another says the hardness and smell that we see in bodies are the 
characteristics of prithivi. Sruti also says on the death of a person, 
his body disintegrates in prithivi indicating that it was made of 
prithivi. 


The third says that the body is made of tejas (energy). We see the 
warmth in the bodies. Veda also states that post death of a person, 
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when his body is offered in fire, it moves along with other 
offerings to swarga in golden form. 


Though another sruti indicates that all the three join together to 
form the body, the expression that water alone is the body etc., do 
not allow acceptance of other substances also as material cause for 
the bodies. 
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Body is made of multiple bhootas (basic building blocks of 
prithivi etc). The reference to each of such material as the cause is 
related to the components that exhibit such qualities. Garbha sruti 
clarifies the aspect “That which is hard, is prithivi. That which is 
liquid, is water. That which is hot / warm is tejas”’. 
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